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CHAPTER I

THE HISTORY OF RENT CONTROLS:

AN OVERVIEW

Rent control is generally thought of as a
fairly recent innovation, and so
it
is in most countries. Housing shor
however, are not new, and it should no be
surprising therefore to find that modern attempts to intervene in the relationship between landlord and tenant find precedents
going back hundreds of years. What may
surprise the reader is the extent to which
rent control has become a world-wide phenomenon. While in the years following world
War I the idea spread to most of the European countries and to a good many other parts
of the globe, World war II and its aftermath
saw the regulation of rents and evictions
become a commonplace in almost every part of
1
the civilized world .•..
Rent controls typically serve as a response to a
ei

a severe housing shortage or a drastic

tenants'

lity to afford existing rentals.

is,
of

Often brought

on by war, depression or inflation, rent regulations have
been imposed in some part of the United States for decades.
The rationale for rent control is simple and direct.
is

1

t rent is an inflexible cost.

It

If rental costs

Short History of Rent Control Laws" cornell
Vol. 36, 1950-51, p.

2

increase dramatically, the tenant must pay the increase or
move.

When housing shortages ex

t

effectively restricting

mobility, the tenant has no alternative but to pay the higher
rent.

This, in turn, may cause the family to make do with a

poorer diet, postpone other than emergency medical and dental care, and defer purchase of anything but essential consumer
goods.
Tenants of residential rentals are not alone in having
little choice but to pay higher rental assessments.
of commercial buildings face similar difficulties.

occupants
Relocation

of a commercial enterprise, which often involves moving
special equipment utilized by the business, remains an illusory alternative to paying higher rents.

Location, often the

key to business success, makes commercial activities particularly vulnerable.

Although governments have, at times, been

responsive to the plight of residential tenants, occupants of
commercial establishments have suffered from neglect.

3

of rent

to John Willis,
Australia in 19

control

lative

efforts to introduce rent controls
unsuccessfully in 1918 with the defea

ted States came
t control bi

by the Congress.
Voluntary "controls" were imposed in s

states and

c
Rent' committees were set up in some
cities under the auspices of the Bureau
trial Housing and Transportation-the United States Housing Corporation-other cities existing agencies hand
The committees were composed of
representatives of landlords, tenants, organized labor, and the general public, and they
ranged in number from 3 to 45.
For
most
part they had no legal powers and acted
through arbitration, conciliation and
use of publicity; but profiteering landlords
were also threatened with tax increases, exfrom real estate boards, enforcement
and building laws, and even
off of fuel supplies in one city.
of their limited powers the committees did valuable work during the war.
It
was hoped by some that they would be continued
in the post-war era, but most of them vanished
after the Armistice. 2
state efforts to control rents were underway, the

2

,

"A Short

of Rent

1 Laws", pp.69-70.

4

ing wor

1 government implemented contro
Imposed by
contro
ly, the

Act

Emergency Pr

1942, rent

cris

were aimed at a growing

war II.

Interesting-

1 outbreak of war often results in a decreased

' homes,

housing demand as students return to

wives of servicemen share housing accommodations and the formation of new households declines.
tion

However, as

mobiliza-

shifts into higher gear, the housing demand again

accelerates to accommodate workers who must reside near their
jobs.

Evictions, forced by escalating rents, interfere with

stability of the work force required for the war

fort.

The

emergency justifies the imposition of contro
The federal rent and eviction controls were restricted
to those areas where increased rents and subsequent forced
evictions would inhibit the war effort.
cise of executive wartime
during World war II and

3 Handbook on Housing

National Housing
1973 Supplement,

Aside from the exer-

power to control rents
a short period during the

II, Landlord-Tenant Materials,
Development Law Project,
Pt. II, p. 1.

5

Korean conflict, federal controls were not utilized
1971.

granted to him

President Nixon, using
Stabilization Act of 1970,

on all prices, wages and rents.

•

When

the newly created Price Commission and

1
~y

the

a 90-day freeze
freeze was lifted,
Advisory Board

attempted to hold the line against massive rent increases.
In January 1973, the federal government began to rely upon
voluntary restraints by landlords. 4
A footnote to federal rent control activity should be
on February 26, 1975, the

u.s.

Department of Housing

Urban Development (H.U.D.) published in the Federal Register, a HUD Interim Rule regarding local rent

1.

Effectively HUD stated it was asserting exclusive jurisdiction over the maximum rentals of all subsidized projects
with mortgages insured or held by HUD and all HUD-owned projects.

The Rule also provided that HUD could assert exclu-

sive jurisdiction over maximum rents for all unsubsidized pro-

4 Ibid., p. 2.

6

jects with mortgages insured or he

HUD when HUD deter-

mined its economic interest to be

e

action or inaction of local rent control administrators.
HUD's explanation for exempting such

jects from local rent

controls was astounding to the tenant

entatives and or-

ganizations who complained to HUD about it.
HUD stated in the Federal Register that " ... it has been
determined that local rent control is a signi
caus

owners of FHA projects, especially subsidized projects,

to

lt on their mortgage payments." 5
The reaction was immediate.

Hous

Attorneys at the

and Economic Development Law Project

wrote that HUD could not invoke the supremacy c
case.

e in this

They insisted, as did others, that "HUD had fai

lay a foundation
control is 'a signi

the

1 conclusions that

to
rent

factor in causing owners of FHA

projects .•. to default on their mortgage payments' .•. u6

5 HUD Interim Ru , Part 403-Local Rent Control, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 39, February 26, 1975, p.8189.
6

E. Blumberg and Br
Robbins, Na
Economic Development Law Pro ect,Letter to HUD
Ru
on
contro ,
1 18,
5 p. •

7

Florence Roisman, a washington D.C. attorney and member of
's Housing Rent Commies

the Dis

argued:

You cannot in any circumstances pre-empt someto pre-empt,
thing
th nothing. If you
of tenants
you must replace local pro
HUD protection. And
your rule
insured projects is overreaching. 7

•

others responded, too. 8

At this wri

Interim Rule

403 remains in effect.

STATE AND WCAL ACTIVITY TO CONTROL RENTS
New

and washington D.C. were among the first to

adopt rent controls following the withdrawal of federal contro

; New York in 1920 and the District in 1919.

Some states

and cities experimented with some form of regulation during
the depression and immediately following World War II.
New York has retained rent control--in a variety of
forms--for almost all of the past fifty years.
"more than 1,434,000

In 1967,

lling units occupied by approximately

7 Florence Wagman Roisman, Washington D.C. Rent Commissioner, Letter
to HUD regarding HUD's Interim Rule on Rent control, March 5,
1975, p.2.

8 For example, see
Ru

tters written to HUD regarding HUD's Interim
Control,
M. Gassel, Legal Resources
Elderly Poor,
, 1975, and Sylvia Aranow, New
Tenants Organization, March 31, 1975.

8

were under rent

3,400,
City's

of the

ha

L

housing inventory,

ly

s than

1. u9

its population are covered by rent

The same conditions which encouraged President Nixon to
impose a rent freeze in 1971 very likely

e to what

has been referred to as "Second Generation Rent Controls."lO
Several states and many municipalities have
trols since 1970.

rent con-

Attorneys at the National Hous

and Econ-

omic Development Law Project suggest that the new rent regu
are not

the rent freezes of

Wor

War II era

Current practice is to govern the kind of increase permissible
Second Generation rent controls are an attempt to
and balance rents in the hous
place tenants

market which undeniably

an inferior bargaining position

lords over rents and the cond

e

of the premises.

th
11

9 "Residential Rent Control
New York City" Columbia Journal
of LaW and Social Problems, Vol. 1-3, 1965-1967, p.30.
Richard E. Blumberg, Brian
Robbins and Kenneth Baar,
11
The Emergence of Second Generation Rent Contro "
t
' p.240.
p

0.

9

Mas

e

was

an

statute
ances
rent controls.
a rent

controls

•

etts has now
tern •
rent control

Following Massachusetts' lead, Maine enac
Alaska in

3,

contro

In

rent

state
tance, courts

0

sta

tate

is

sus

a
New

Court
In

of
was

3,

rent

t.

a

s
Connec

were
rent

to
rent control

s was

enac

ld

Despite the

1

Jers

D.C.

never adopted

tatute, more than

an

ances.

Although New Jers

1

In
e cons

At

same

Washington
of rent
3, Miami Beach

is

Rent

10

now being challenged.

A decision

F

ida's Supreme Court

is pending.

CALIFORNIA CONTROLS
on March 8, 1971, Assemblymen John Burton and Willie
Brown introduced AB 842 on rent control.

AB

would have

authorized rent control boards to be created in california
communities either by majority vote of the city council or
board of supervisors or by initiative.

Approval of rent con-

trols would require the establishment of a rent board or the
designation of the Commission on Housing and Community Deve
ment as the board for the community.
Modelled after the Massachusetts Law, AB 842 provided
for general as well as individual rent adjustments, rollbacks
of rents to the level 6 months prior to the adoption of controls, and the pass-through to the tenants of costs incurred

by and not under the control of the landlord.
AB 842 was defeated in committee.

, a rent

vo

2

In
contro

9

was

25,301

a short

opponents of rent

time
suit against

filed
the

In

Alameda Superior Court held the Berkeley
valid on cons

tutional grounds.

In its decis

t part of the ini

at

incourt

' s substance

to an area pre-empted by state law.
no

more cone
to

e contro

, and that landlords shou
of tenants

Court a

of no

14

Court of

decent

of

of

fy

process 11

an
ts

writing,

not s

not have to

cannot

t the

he

) d

the contro

theron

shoulder
hous

Court

14

At
of the

of
3.

12

lower court.

The case is being appea

to the State Supreme

Court.
Palo Alto residents were asked to approve rent controls
in June, 1974.

The election results were c

5,711 in

favor; 14,890 against.
During the 1975-76 Legislative Session, two rent control
bills were introduced.
virtually identical.

The measures, SB 123 and AB 1567, were
Like the Burton bill of 1971, these mea-

sures were patterned after the law in Massachusetts.
leng

After a

hearing before the Senate Judiciary Committee, SB

by Senator David Roberti, was defeated. 15

Similarly,

3

a
Communi

hearing before the Assembly Committee on Housing

Development, AB 1567 by Assemblyman Art TOrres was referred to
Interim Study.

15 SB

16

3 was defeated by Senate

iary Committee on

75.
16 AB

was sent to Inter

on June 6,

5

il 8,

CHAPTER

EMERGENCY CONDITIONS

•

Up to now, all leg

centro

lat

vate property has been justif
by

ex

market.

in the hous
adopted speci

and j

la

tence of unique,

on prilly

t cri

Preambles to most of the legislation

the

tances

c

work to prevent a s

tence

which

of the community

locat-

ing decent housing at affordable rents.
In Massachusetts,
emergency

State Legislature dec

has been crea

tion of a substan

us

1 por

insufficient new

war," and th

demo

, deter

t

housing stock,

ex
cons

struction and finance,
"has resulted

that an

ed costs of conand the
tan

of the
1 and

etnam
ing

sho

ca
was to

bitant
of

ser

San

15

of
and
e

Franlow

cisco

other statutes and petitions

a

vacancy rates, the trend

rent

creases in operating costs, the

versus in-

t of

ired to

obtain decent housing, patterns of housing construe
finance are a
gency.

used to demonstrate the ex

HUD indicates

tence of an emerrates at 5% or be-

overall
cost ren

low, or 3% or less

and

ls,

ent critical

ls.
f rent control is the

Since the jus
of an emergency and no
forever, most

can be

are des

usually three to

19 Rent Control
co

to continue
at a date certain,

the

Most courts
fact with respect to

to

stence

latures in their findings of
ex

of a

ing emergency, but

ed to Voters in San
November 4, 1975.

courts have consistently held tha
s

occas

s

s. 2

rent

departed from the

declarations of fact.

The his

ington, D.C. is a case in point.
In 1919 the act calling for rent
was adopted.

After extensions in 1921

introduced in 1923 to extend the act
same

, however,

11

•••

the Supreme Court

on the
tions in the Distr

of

t of Co

the emergency s
the

s

ted

court to

as

the emergency had ceased to
judgment appealed

11

st

21

a

that the emergency persisted,
facts, and controls

court
ct

20 Richard E. Blumberg,
"Second Generation Rent
August, 1974, p.242
21 John Willis,

"A Short

0

17

ey's

in
found " .. that

rent control

serious

suffer from a

s

of

s

even

shortage,

the conditions are not so
wide emergency."

and

so

a city-

as

22

HOUSING EXEMPTED FROM CONTROLS
Since rent controls are adopted
usually a housing shortage,
compound

sho

the

ly, rent control laws
Often the exemption extends to

I

from some

Government-subs
on the

latures take care not to
of

Cons
new

ts converted to housing

use.

zed
that such

or other state rent

22

response to a crisis,

of hous

are

are not

ject to control
ect to

s and motels cater to

971, Memorandum of
Court,
15,
73.

18
out-of-town visitors and do not
local hous

market.

are
is

income persons or families who are

have the

ability to pay and are therefore not
are often unregulated.

Owner-occupied

example, four units or less often are not

controls.

In large cities espec

s

on such small buildings, may be more
worth.

Some laws extend the

hous

cooperatives and s
Exemption of

than it is

asses of hous

the question of equal

of

distinctions have been upheld on a court
classifications are re

le.23

RENT ROLLBACKS
In anticipation of rent

23

land-

lords

Therefore

al

1

control statutes
the 1

back rents to
was introduced

were at be

s

most rent

or the

avoid exploion rent

control administrators.

Rent control

must then
land-

lord is

ed

creases

costs

to recover
rollback date

controls are effectuated
rather
tration of

, and
s

the

all classes of control
The

24

to s

s-

i

r for

24

e, too.
base rent from

reases

is

date is not

erves

at that
adjustments

the rollback

rent

ch all future rent

es--are calculated.

20

RENT ADJUSTMENTS

With the possible exception
controversy

no other aspect of rent control law
than the system for making "rent adjustments.

Certain gensions, but

eralizations can be made about rent adj
they are few.

is

First, the rent control board or
rents

typically empowered to grant general increases,
across the board by a certain percentage.

General increases

are employed when, for example, taxes are increased by a set
to

percentage, and all landlords may be given the
raise rents to cover the tax increase.
may authorize individual adjustments.

Second,
a ted

These

either by landlords requesting increases, or tenants
decreases.

11 al

Most laws provide that adjustments made

the landlord a fair return on

investment.

1

es

stop at that point.
The mechanisms adopted by which requests

ustments

Most

are
as

iz

wh

1

Jers

a
an tee
nancial
payments
never less,

hardsh~

landlord

As

from

ae

have

1

New
York

(2)

ANNUAL

25
75.
26

p

22

are excellent that they will be grossly unfair to either the
tenant or the landlord.

If distinctions are made among classes

of housing, it may be more equitable.

Nonetheless, a standard

increase may escalate the landlord's profits well beyond that
justified by cost increases, or it may be insufficient to
cover costs and allow a fair return to the landlm. 'd.
Typically, then, some kind of "fair return" formula is
employed.

Most statutes will allow pass-through of unavoid-

able increased costs in the form of increased property taxes,
higher fuel costs (where heat and light are paid by the landlord), increases in maintenance costs or charges for management of the units.

Some statutes authorize the pass-through

of capital improvements.

Others allow such pass-through only

if necessitated to bring the building up to code requirements.
Capital improvement pass-throughs may present
an even greater problem to tenants than tax
pass-throughs because tenants may be called
upon to assume the full cost of landlord repairs of code violations which the landlord
may have been otherwise legally obligated to
maintain. Furthermore, such pass-throughs may
in effect violate existing tenant protections

1

Other laws

(3)

An

rents on
a s

fference
covers

less to
No state
in
of thos

27

28

"

RENTS

24

trol law:

" ..• no deserving landlord

been denied an in-

crease, unless of course the tenants were deemed to be more
deserving." 29
treat both ten-

Evaluating formulae to determine if
ant and landlord equitably, is a compl
iness.

ated

Several sources exist, however, which

matter thoroughly.

dangerous bus-:
::::uss this

In particular, two sources are recommended:

Less Rent, More Control published by Urban Planning Aid, and
The Handbook on Housing Law prepared and published by the
National Housing and Economic Development Law Project.
The Law Project suggests that the following elements
be considered in setting rents:
(a) annual net cash flow from rents and actual
or imputed interest on tenant deposits held by
the landlord:
(b) the portion of rents used for principal
payments or mortgages and loans (equity buildup);
(c) income tax benefits to the landlord from
depreciation and other sources;
(d) actual or potential gains to the landlord
on refinancing, sale, trade, or transfer of
rental units:

29 Richard Cohen,

"Rent Control: Profits Down, Tempers Up as
Issue Escalates" The Washington Post, June 23, 1975.

25

(e) the profit portion of

fee;

(f) the rental value of a lauu~v
apartment or office
the
consideration;
(g) evidence of prior rent
accumulation of excessive pro
wealthy and speculative landlords

large,

They conclude that if the community's hous

stock is in

relatively good condition and there are few 1

sparities

in rents, an annual percentage increase may work well.

If,

on the other hand, much of the housing is deteriorated or
rents are excessive, a formula which considers operating expenses and housing condition may be more appropriate.

EVICTION CONTROL
Beginning with Massachusetts,

state rent

laws also regulate evictions by specifying those causes for
which eviction

justified.

Without eviction control, tenants

who petition for rent decreases

who complain to officials

about illegal payments beyond the maximum rent which they
may be asked to make, who report code violations, or who pro-

30 Handbook on Housing Law, Vol. II, Landlord Tenant Materials,
National Housing and Economic Development Law Project,
Ch. VIII, Pt. V., p.7

26
to retalia-

test reductions in services would

.

.

tory ev1.ct1ons.

:n
Investigator

For example, Evert Israelson,

reports that

for Norwalk, Connecticut's Fair Rent

our

"One of the most serious problems in
program is the reluctance, born of fear, on
tenants who file complaints.

of the
atory action

The fear of

on the part of the landlord is very real.

The

available to a tenant are very limited and so many of them
struggle to pay an exorbitant rent and put up

deterior-

ating accommodations."32
Standard acceptable grounds for eviction
(1) nonpayment of rent,
tenancy,

(2) violation of obligations of

(3) causing damage to the unit,

(4) substantially

interfering with the well-being of other tenants,

(5) refus-

ing the landlord reasonable access to the apartment or,

(6) the

31 John Willis, "Some Oddities
the Law of Rent Control"
University of Pittsburgh Law Review, Vol. II., 1949-50,
p.613;, and National Hous
Development Law
Project, L-T Ch. VIII., Pt. V-8
, Norwalk Fair Rent
32 Evert Israelson,
Inves
Commission, Letter to Renee Franken,
1 13, 1975.

reason

i

•

reasons

to

(i.e.

statutes often
es

a

are
to be

I

to

often
s

are
law
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CHAPTER

1.

If

economic
as a

for some persons to obtain decent housing,
not

owners of rental housing,

2

rent controls place a

on

housing, rent controls create an atmosto

tment

new res

construe-

because rent regulation

t

, rent

a

should not be
Lenders

housing in

3.

rent

a response to
s

to loan

areas.

s s

restrict the income

for

29

from residential rentals, landlords frequently do not have
'
income sufficient to cover both
requirements.

costs and their profit

Under such circumstances, landlords will defer

any but the most essential expenditures.

They will defer

ments to the building.

4.

Property values relate to the level of income the

property produces.

Since rent controls limit the income from

rents, property values are lowered.

5.

Rent controls, by forcing deferment of maintenance

and improvements creates blight and if the income from the
property is restricted enough, landlords will abandon their
buildings.

6.

Rent controls are not necessary because no housing

emergency exists.

7.

Rent controls do not work; they failed in New York City.

30

8.

Rent controls are

9.

Rent controls, by

a signi

10.

to administer.

values, result

loss of tax revenues.

Rent

s create severe inequ

among tenants.

Occupants of an apartment in one building may

as

much as occupants of an identical apartment in the same building depending on the date the unit was rented.

Rent control encourages the under-utilization of
For

, after their adult children have left

, a couple remains in an apartment too large for them because moving will mean the payment of higher rent .

•

12.

Rent control's inequities lie in the fact that it

controls hous

not tenants.

units need

13.

housing is not

Some tenant residents of rent
do not.

profitable.

OWners of

31

rental housing cannot survive with rent controls.

14.

Free market conditions provide better controls over

profit than rent controls.

15.

When rent controls do not allow the landlord to earn

sufficient income to cover costs, such controls encourage
illegal practices such as exacting additional payments for
things usually included in the price of the apartment rental.

ARGUMENTS FOR RENT CONTROL
1.

Vacancy rates in most major cities are so critically

low that mobility is restricted.

Tenants, especially low in-

come persons and individuals on fixed incomes, are forced to
pay exorbitant rents or move.

In times of a severe housing

shortage, as demonstrated by low vacancy rates, tenants have
no choice but to pay the higher rates.

2.

Rents have increased dramatically in the last decade

but the incomes of lower income persons have not kept pace

32

with rent increases.

Rents have

raised far beyond that

level required by the escalation of the costs of providing
housing.

Landlords exploit the housing shortage.

Controls

will restore rents to a level fair to both landlords and

•

tenants.

3.

Housing supply is relatively unresponsive to changes

in demand and this creates a situation ripe for exploitation.
Rent control will curb excess rents.

4.

Rent control is an expedient short-term response to

a housing shortage, and helps house the poor.

5.

Housing should be viewed like a public utility and

rents should be regulated in the public interest.

.CHAPTER IV

RENT CONTROL:

THE ISSUES EXAMINED

CONTROL OF PROFIT
Opponents and proponents of rent control

the issue

of profit regulation differently.

Opponents clearly object to

being singled out for regulation.

They believe that rent con-

trol impairs the free enterprise system and that free market
conditions ultimately provide better control over profit than
rent controls.

Opponents also complain that rent control re-

tributes wealth from the owners of rental property to the
occupants.

•

Owners ask why they should bear the burden of pro-

viding housing at a cost affordable by low income tenants when
the conditions which brought about tenant dislocation in the
housing market are the result of general economic policies
persued by the federal government and the private sector as a
whole.

34

On the other side, tenant

contend that housing

is so basic a necessity that it

be regarded as a public

utility and should be regulated in

public interest.

say that shelter, an essential for all

They

lds, should be

singled out for regulation whenever free market conditions
impose severe economic hardships on a significant segment of
the community.

Housing supply, tenant organizations note,

cannot be increased easily to meet rising demand.

The in-

elasticity of housing supply works against those with limited
funds to purchase shelter as they compete for rentals.
Accordingly, this situation justifies the imposition of rent
controls, at least in the short-run.
Landlords concede that their actions have a direct impact on a tenant's ability to afford housing but,. they claim,
rents are raised almost exclusively to cover the costs of
providing the housing. 34

Property owners insist that

Rent control places the burden of inflation
on a special group: the property owner. With

3 4 See also the discussion of housing costs in this chapter and
in Chapter 5.
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rent controls, the real
tend to be borne by
sure, tenants on fixed
able case against
not clear that the
should
be maintained at the expens
non-tenant
groups. Anti-inflationary measures or subsidized rents would seem to be more
35
substitutes for discriminatory
Despite provisions

•

increases in

most rent

rents to reflect cost increases, landlords

convinced

that controlling their profit is unfair unles
pan

accom-

by controls on costs of providing hous
In contrast, rent control advocates maintain that be-

cause housing meets a bas
not be

human need
pro

s

tenants,

not sufficiently
playing a legitimate role
effects of

raling rents.

for better service

35 Dr.
36

free
is

as

Tenants suggest that landlords
bas

lroads

does

controlling

are not singled out but
gas, telephone, and

If

are
36

as
if

s needs

36

Although most tenant spokespersons view rent control as
an expedient short-term solution to
fined by low vacancy rates,

situation derents and a reduced

purchasing dollar, others view rent contro

as the first step

toward treating housing as a public uti
If the present housing shortage persists as
a relatively permanent feature of the economy-as seems likely--then the concept of a permanent and comprehensive regulatory system for
housing may be worthy of serious consideration.
Such a system, based on the public utility model, would go well beyond rent and eviction
controls.
State or local regulatory cornrnis~
sions might be fully empowered not only to set
rents and rates of return but to enforce strict
performance and service standards, to regulate
the entry and withdrawal of owners from the
market and to supervise the operation of rental
housing.
Under a regulatory system of this nature,
owners of rental property might be licensed
based on their qualifications, before entering the market~ and they might be forced to
withdraw for failure to meet performance
standards. Housing distribution could be
regulated according to family size and need.
Housing quality standards could be enforced
through ••• replacement reserves •••. Formal
expense and income accounting could be re- .
quired annually, in order to provide the
necessary information
rent setting.37

TRENDS IN NEW RENTAL CONSTRUCTION
Perhaps the most serious

37Ernily P. Achtenberg,
p.447.
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against rent control

of Rent Control",

3

is that it sti

tment

stated
all new cons
struction

, or that

favors the

certain kinds of hous

housing,

, and

these propositions ·it may be necessary to
the long-term and short-term ramifications of rent
Assessments
s

s

long-term trends

areas have begun to experiment

controls

accounts, rent

as

last

of

s are

a

If

curtail the production of the
needed,
If anything can
housing,

answer to a

a

may

units so

trated
at

Census revealed that at

cost.

need
In

i

a,

1

,000 existing units were so

38

dilapidated that demolition was requiredi another 700,000
needed major rehabilitation.

These figures do not take into

account those units which are marginally substandard, the
number of persons "doubling up" who would prefer to establish
separate households, or the number of hous
have been removed from the market place since

units which
Census was

taken (as compared to the units constructed since 1970).
It is equally clear that government cannot fill the gap
between the supply of and demand for housing by itself.

Pri-

vate housing production remains essential.
Critics sometimes argue that rent controls discourage all
but the following:

production of subsidized housing (which is

limited because the public treasury cannot afford extensive
subsidy), luxury housing (which is usually exempt from controls
and, in any event, does not serve the people rent control is
intended to protect), and condominia (which, given down payment requirements and high interest loans, low income persons

3

can less
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add
of

Those who

ect to rent

"If rent

•

ten

lowers

ative to

hous

net

investments, new
.. 3

states that
rents
evere

rental

to

new

sert that where a
occurred, no

1

of new
s

0

has

ted that rent

39
40

cons

the

2.

of

40
has imposed a significant restraint upon its operation.41
Rapkin also notes that privately

new construction

accounted for 71% of the additions to New York City's housing
stock between 1946 and 1964.

42

One might as logically assume that if newly constructed
rentals are exempted in legislation from rent controls, the
incentive for investment in such housing would increase.

If

it does not, perhaps an examination of other causes for a
slowdown in construction should be considered.

Several authors

report that the availability and the costs of financing have
had much more to do with levels of new construction than has
rent contro1. 43 Harbridge House, in its study of rent control
in Massachusetts, found that new construction was not at all
curtailed by rent control.

During the period between 1971

and 1973, 54% more multifamily units were built in rent con-

41 Chester Rapkin, "Summary of Findings" The Private Rental
Housing Market in New York, New York City Rent and Rehabilitation Administration, December, 1966, p.l.
42 Rapkin as quoted in: Harold Jackson, "Report on Rent Control",
paper prepared for the California Senate Democratic Caucus,
April 5, 1975, p.20.
43 Harbridge House, Inc., "A Study of Rent and Eviction Controls in
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts: Executive Summary",
December 1974, Part III, p.S.; and Emily P. Achtenberg, "The

-

rent
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Although Sternlieb is convinced that rent

are

House

undesi
The s
study
tificat

no sound jus
Chapter 842.
demonstrates
harms more people than
helps, or that it significantly impairs the
supply of rental hous
In the light of
the continuing
affordable
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recommend the exof
Chapter

2 refers to Mass

44 Harbridge House, Inc
A
in the Commonwealth
45

, Boston, and
73,
46

House

17.

Inc.

etts

rent

of Rent and
Massachusetts", Part III, p.S

42
statute. 47
Contradictions abound.

Aid uses building

permit records to demonstrate

multi-family apartment

construction in rent controlled

Massachusetts has

generally increased since the impos

of rent controls.48

Urban Planning Aid adds that even though Bob

, Cambridge and

Brookline (but not Somerville or Lynn) did experience a drop
in new construction in 1973,
The same drop also occurred in other major
non-rent controlled cities, including Warchester, Springfield, Medford, Brockton and
New Bedford •••. In general, the volume of
new multi-family units reflected by Boston
building permits over the past six years has
closely paralleled fluctuations in interest
rates, with a low of 420 units authorized in
1970 (before rent control) when interest rates
were close to 8.5%.49
$5 million worth of new housing construction and rehabilitation was undertaken during

first 5 months of rent control

in Somerville, Massachusetts.

This represents

2~

times as

much activity as during the same period the previous year

, Massachusetts has prepared an
47 Urban Planning Aid of
analysis of the Sternlieb study which criticizes the methodology employed in the Sternlieb report. Many of the criticisms appear sound. Unfortunately, no such critique is
available of the Harbridge House report.
48 Urban Planning Aid, Inc.,
by Urban Planning
49 Tbid.

Rent Control Is Needed" published
74, p.6.

- 43
when rent controls were not in effect 50
To

aim

new

is

trol advocates reply that current
does not

, rent conrental construction

low and moderate

anyway.

Mostly luxury apartments are being bui
new efficiency units in Chelsea, Lynn

examples:
Salem

Massachusetts

rent from $145 to $180; one-bedroom apartments there rent
from $180 to $250; and two-bedroom apartments command as much
as $350 per month.52
A 1967 report on New York City's rents mentioned
substantial

existed
"the

in New York were
investments.

rent controlled
t desirable" real estate

Nevertheless, the same study later noted

The bare possibility of decontrol makes rent
controlled properties a desirable speculative
investment .••. There
no evidence that
current pattern of
net income from controlled
has caused any serious defor such properties.53
Speculators, of course,

not be what the

needs.

50 Less Rent, More Control, p 36.
51 Emily P. Achtenberg, p.

3

52

p.

53

Rent
Problems. Vn

and

New

p.
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Mayor David Phillips of Lynn
fully replaced rent control
noted that under rent control

Massachusetts, who successevance system

rent

was "a virtual halt to the

construction of market rate rental hous

l

Reports from rent control advocates
story.

·n h'lS

1

James Oliver, with Boston's rent centro

·t
CJ.

y. 54

different
administra-

tion reports no appreciable decline in new construction there.
In San Francisco, the Rent Control Committee claims that there
has been a decline in construction, especially of family units
and those which low and moderate income persons can afford,
and asserts that this is "largely because, without rent control, landlords find it more profitab
unit into several single apartments." 5 5

to

a family

In Norwalk, Connecti-

cut, luxury housing has been emphasized. 5 6

According to the

director of the Stamford, Connecticut Fair Rent Commission,

54 David L. Phillips, 11 Analys
and Impact of the Rent Control Program in Lynn, Massachusetts", Office of the Mayor, May 1974,
p. 3.

55 John P. Bremmer, President, S.F. Rent Control Committee, Letter
Renee Franken, August 5,
75, p.2.
56 Evert Israelson, Adminis
, Norwalk, Connecticut
Fair Rent Commission, Letter to Renee Franken, August 13, 1975,
pp.2-3.
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" ..• the decline in construction of
units is not due to the

and middle income ren-

tence

f a

r Rent

s

57

but is caused by inflationary
In sum, the reports are often

Conclusions

based on such "evidence" may not be

In any case, it

remains to be seen whether investment in

housing

California would be hampered by rent controls,

arly if

legislation authorizing rent control specifically exempted new
construction and provided a formula for rent adjustments which
allowed landlords to recover uncontrollable

es

costs

of providing housing.

HOUSING QUALITY
Since housing is so expens
conserve the

to replace, programs

of shelter and extend its useful life are

seen as the key to providing sufficient housing to meet
creased demand.

Conversely, programs which discourage

maintenance of the existing

57 Diane M. Crouse,
Commiss
,dLetter

ing stock should themselves be

r Rent
• 1975, p.3.
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discouraged.

At a minimum, the costs of housing deterioration
are adopted.

should be considered before such

With respect to a program of rent control, the question
is whether it provides a disincentive to

ing maintenance.

In other words, can a causal relationship be established between rent control and deterioration of hous
effect of which is abandonment and blight?

, the final
It should be noted

at the outset that classification of units as "standard",
"deteriorating" or "dilapidated" involves a highly subjective
judgment which can easily cloud the impact of the conclusions
made in studies relying on such classifications.
Critics of controls explain that most of a landlord's
expenses are for fixed costs such as mortgage payments and
taxes.

Asserting that rent control programs do not allow the

landlord to break even, the landlord has no choice but to cut
non-fixed costs like maintenance.

The conclusions:

maintenance

will be deferred under rent control: long-term deferment of
maintenance results in massive deterioration: rental income

47

cutbacks in opera-

declines in deteriorating housing;

ting expenses are needed but none are possible; landlords will
abandon the housing because it is no longer profitable; entire
communities will become blighted.
In his study of rent control in the

Boston area,

Sternlieb dissects the rental dollar to show how the landlord's
income is spent.

In Massachusetts, 30¢ of every dollar is

committed to the payment of taxes and as much as 56¢ may be
reserved for mortgage payments.

The remaining 14¢ must pay

for fuel and utility service if provided by the landlord,
insurance, management, maintenance, profit and any other costs. 58
Sternlieb states that since most of the rent dollar is set
aside to cover fixed costs, as costs increase, the landlord
must cut expenditures somewhere else.

"In the face of declin-

ing net incomes, repairs and normal redecorating tend to be
indefinitely deferred--leading to substandard housing or
total abandonment." 59

As little as a 5% reduction in total

58 George Sternlieb, The Realities of Rent Control in the Greater
Boston Area, pp.2-3.
59 Shenkel, p.l02.
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income can result in a 50%

funds available for
f

the

that rent control 1

not allow the landlord

to recover the full amount of the costs
housing.

grounded on

providing the

Not surprisingly, there is

this point.

agreement on

Rent control advocates counter

used to determine rent

ustments do allow

over which the landlord has no control.

formulae
of costs
, the

threat of rent decreases on rental properties which do not
meet code requirements should offer an incentive to proper

For example, the Cambridge Building Department has i
113 permits
additions, and repairs to apartment buildings in the three years since rent
began, as compared to 81 permits
previous three years. This represents a
40% increase in the number of structures
undergoing improvements. The number of permits issued for
, additions, and
repairs to multiapartments has in24% in
ine, by 22% in Somerville, and by 69% in
since local adoption of rent control. In three of the four
municipalities
, the increase in the
number of permits
been accompanied
by a significant
ase in the estimated
cost of work to
done--which to some degree
represents on
of work

60

Control" unpublished paper preparec
Caucus, April 5, 1975
Is Needed" Urban

49

performed.

61

It may also mean that the same work
to perform.

Emily P. Achtenberg

simply costs more
eves that to the extent

that rent adjustments are related to

condition, rent

control may offer an additional tool to

•

pliance.

code com-

Achtenberg also admits, however,

tactic

will work only so long as the expected loss of
exceeds the cost of repairs and maintenance.

income
Moreover, if

the landlord is uncertain about the property's future profitability or if the landlord cannot afford the necess
conditioning rent increases on code compliance may lead to
. .
t men t . 62
d 1s1nves

Whether landlords are willing to invest in proper
tenance and capital inprovements apparently is connected
their expectations about the future earning potential of
housing.

In the rundown areas of New York City, landlords

tended to defer maintenance and capital improvements on rent
controlled apartments but continued making repairs on con-

61 "Why Rent Control Is Needed", p.7.
62 "The

Utility of Rent Control", p.445.

63

trolled units in more stable
for

Spokespersons

however, repeatedly

of
ing maintenance." 64

rents would spark a "veritable
Rent control supporters claim

extent of building

deterioration and abandonment is as g

larger metropoli-

tan cities which have no controls as
rent controls. 65

having

Nonetheless, the figures show extensive

housing deterioration and abandonment

New

Between 1960 and 1968, the dilapidated housing inventory increased by 44 percent, and
the deteriorated stock by 37 percent. In
1968, 29 percent of all rent controlled units
were deteriorated, as compared to 8 percent
of the uncontrolled stock. Even more strikingly, housing in New York City is being
abandoned at the unprecedented rates of
38,000 units a year, exclusive of demolitions.
Included in this figure are many structurally
sound buildings which have appa~~ntly ceased
to be of value to their owners.
Yet in a 1966 report prepared by the New
and Rent
improvement in New York

Rehabili-

, the
s hous

the improvement to many

a general
He attributes

s

including

conversion of

63 Less Rent£ More Control, p.35.
64 "Res
al Rent
65
66

' p.57.

p 35

"

of Rent

" p.

5
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apartments to larger and smaller units which usually is accom.
.
.
d
.
.
67
pan1ed by extens1ve repa1r and mo ern1zat1on.

Sternlieb•s

report on New York City also concludes that there has been a
general improvement in the housing stock,

he adds that the

number of substandard units has increased, too.

68

In Stamford, Connecticut the Fair Rent Commission reports
that landlords generally are not investing money in housing
rehabilitation unless required to do so by the Commission.
Stamford does not have rent contro1. 69

A Washington, D.C. rent

control commissioner believes it is essential to condition
rent increases on the quality of the housing. 70

Statistical

data on changes in the quality of housing in Massachusetts
since the adoption of rent control are inconclusive.

71

All reports suffer from the failure to distinguish trends
in maintenance, capital improvements and abandonment in rent
controlled buildings as compared to uncontrolled buildings.

67 Chester Rapkin, pp.3-4; See also:
New York City", p. 57.

"Residential Rent Control in

68 George Sternlieb, Housing and People in New York City, p.l44.
69
7

Diana M. Crouse, p.2.

° Florence

Reisman, p.2.

71 Harbridge Housea Inc., Part III, p.6.
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THE COSTS OF RENT CONTROL
If the cost of rents j

the

of tenant groups, the cost of
ation in the view of landlords.

justifies their eliminof controls

Brie

suggest that rent control lowers property

• decreases

tax revenues, requires high expenditures
and results in many less visible and surely

able

s c

costs.
(1) The Lowering of Property Values
The value of any property depends on
from it.

Tenant groups believe the pro

1

that under

from rental units has been exorbitant.
rent controls there is no real lessening of

to an owner

who charges a fair rent since he will be
charging at that level.

to continue

They see rent control as a

drive out speculators from the rental housing market.
inating the speculator is

as removing one of

to
Elimkey

53

forces leading to blighted communities.72
It is difficult to dispute the
those owners who charged a rent

than that regarded

fair by rent control administrators,
in property value.

, however, that for

a definite loss

For example, a New York study revealed

evidence that sales prices of rent controlled buildings have
been falling.

"Listings of a Brooklyn real estate broker

show the buildings which sold at seven to eight times their
gross rents three or four years ago now sell at only five to
six times their gross rents."

73

Landlords regard this as a

drop in property value; tenants believe it is merely a drop
from an inflated price to a more realistic one.
In his successful fight to eliminate rent control from
Lynn, Massachusetts, Mayor David L. Phillips reported that
multiple family structures had started to decrease in value.
Prior to rent control the median sales price of a rental unit
was $8750; in 1972 after the adoption of controls, the median

72 Less Rent, More Control, p.36.
73 "Residential Rent Control in New York City", p.53.

54
slipped to $7791; in 1973 it was $

73

Another aspect of lowering

the

matter of time-lag in rent adjustments to 1
costs validate increases.

whose

Unlike

study which

estimates the length of time required

rent

adjustments at between 3 and 6 months,

House esti-

mates the time-lag to be from 4 to 5 weeks

lle and

from 10 to 12 weeks in Brookline.75
(2) A Reduction in Tax Revenues
In Massachusetts, Urban Planning

explains that rent

control accounted only for a small part of the

ing tax

rate.

some

No matter how small, rent control

1

additional revenues with which to pay its costs.
fornia Association of Realtors says that:
Rent control produces an erosion of
tax base and a shift of the tax
from residential rental income property to
single-family, owner-occupied dwellings.
Assessed values are based on comparable
sales, but with rent control the
residential income property plummets
conseq~~nt assessment decreases and a tax
shift.
74 David L. Phillips, p.3.
75

House, Inc., Part III

76 Dug

llies, p.4.

p.6.
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from property tax

To the extent that rent controls are
revenues, owners of single-family

will pay some of the
a new cost, it can hardly

costs of rent control.

Since

be called a tax shift.

Moreover, the extent to which owners

of single family homes will pay for rent

•

depends

upon the ratio of rentals to single family
within the community.

units

Finally, assessments on property in

California are constitutionally required to be based upon
"fair market values" and do not necessarily reflect the
greater or lesser income produced by comparable properties.
However, if housing in an entire neighborhood is under rent
control, as surely could occur, the assessments based on
comparable sales prices could result in decreased tax revenues.

One report states that in New York City, tax revenues

have definitely been lost as a result of rent controls.
New York City derives about 40 percent of its
revenues from property taxes. Generally
higher rents would
, of course, in an
increase in gross assessed valuation of the
City's rental housing inventory. Estimates
of the additional tax revenues that would

56

follow decontrol vary
much as $100 million.
many high-income
dwellings mean that
pay lower real estate
similar means living
Depressed property tax revenues
reason why the City has
on other taxes, such as
that tax re-

Time magazine also reported in
venues have lagged way behind expenditures
estate taxes are in arrears more than $200

" ••• real
as landlords

1

and rent control."78

have been caught between soaring fuel
Under rent control in Massachusetts,

income,

property taxes amount to 30% of gross
for and will receive an abatement.

whose

79

apply
's

in

study on rent control in Massachusetts, he attributes a loss
of tax revenue to the imposition of rent
Planning Aid questions his

ion.

place,

In

Urban Planning Aid says
Massachusetts as Sternlieb
means less revenue.
is the only city to experience
77 "Residential Rent
78
79

p.6l

June 16, 1975.
House, Inc., Part

I

p
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affect the total assessed valuation of real property, includ-

manufacturing plants and other types of
from Cambridge has been well documented

•

collar industry
recent years.

In

addition, 49% of Cambridge's total property valuation was tax
exempt in 1973.

Since 1972, the total assessed valuation of

tax exempt property has increased by $19.5 million." 80
(3) Administrative Expenditures
According to Urban Planning Aid, the cost of administering rent control in Massachusetts varies considerably from
community to community.
In 1972, Cambridge and Brookline had the most
expensive rent control systems. These communities have fairly well staffed rent control
offices and substantial legal and office expenses (including) the use of computers.
Lynn and Somerville had low budgets. The rent
control offices in these cities operate with
a minimal staff, and board members do much of
of~- the work.
The average cost of rent control in the four
communities was $7.60 per rent controlled
apartment in 1972. (The estimated 1973 rent
control budget for Boston is $750,000, covgfing 142,000 units, or $5.28 per apartment.

80 Urban Planning Aid, Inc., "Critique of the Rental Housing Assoc·iation Rent Control Study: An Analysis of the Realities of
E@nt Control in the Greater Boston Area", Urban Planning Aid,
Inc., May 1975, Part III, p.3.
81 Less Rent, More Control, p 37.
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Administration of Boston rent

now

$1 million annually.
Except for Boston, " ••• tax

in rent-

more s

controlled communities since the

842 than

f

in 17 noncontrolled urban cities and

Commonwealth. "

Rent control advocates indicate that
When viewed in conjunction with the
reduced assessments for large corporations,
as well as tax privileges granted
ments of society, the significance
control as a percentage of government
diture disintegrates .•.. Even if some communities must raise tax rates, rent control
remains desirable as fewer renters will
to go on public assistance if their rents are
held down to reasonable levels.83
The critics reply that increased
to pay for administration is but one of the

tax assessments
rent

control causes.
In sum, viewed from the landlords'
perty values often are

under rent

such a reduction functions to
is

level or whether it unfairly

82 Harbridge House, Inc., Part II
83 Harold Jackson,

p 4.

82
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not easily discerned.

With the

s

exception of "Residenreports reviewed do

tial Rent Control in New York

loss of tax revenues,

not sufficiently demonstrate
where this occurs, is due directly to

s.

Finally, the

administrative costs of rent control
appear to be burdensome to the individual

(However,

the cost of such administration in New York City was not
available.)

Urban Planning Aid points out that administra-

tive costs amounted to an insignificant portion of the tax
rate.

Only 76¢ of the $152.50 tax rate per $1000 of assessed

valuation in Cambridge was the result of rent contro1. 84

EMERGENCY CONDITIONS
Landlords insist that rent controls are unnecessary because there is no housing crisis, no emergency in rental
housing.

Tenants respond,

with the latest vacancy

rates, trends in new construction, patterns in the cost and
availability of housing finance,

84 Urban Planning Aid, "Why Rent

and trends in rental costs

Is Needed", p.8.
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to show there is an emergency.
In Rapkin's study of New
ted that the median rent of

from

$72 in 1960 to $78 in 1965 while rents

apart-

ments rose

repre-

$111 to $134 in the same

sents an increase of 8% in controlled

to

22% in uncontrolled rentals.85

stances which purport to justify controls.
of those conditions, see page 14 and

Mail in support of SB 123

For

of

) and AB

was

considerable.
With the size of
well as

85
86 For

on

rate of interest on mortgage

as
ever greater

, p. 5.

p.
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percentage of persons are priced out of the ownership market.
The competition for rentals natural
In California, owners of

becomes more keen.
refer to vacancy rates

at 5% or better in both the San Francis

and and Los

Angeles-Long Beach metropolitan areas to prove that the
market is sufficiently competitive and rents probably fair.
Several areas do show critically low vacancy rates:
than 1% in Berkeley and Cambridge, Massachusetts.

less
Moreover,

an overall vacancy rate may not indicate the extent of a
problem since a community may have a large number of vacant
luxury apartments and practically no vacancies in lower cost
units.
For a detailed discussion and analysis of California conditions, please see Chapter 5 of this report.
Without undue elaboration on this point, the presence of
emergency conditions have been required by courts to uphold
the validity of rent control laws.

Additionally, in all but

a few instances courts have upheld legislative findings of

62

emergency conditions.

While landlords insist that

ex-

elusively to cover their costs, tenants
that much of

rent increase is

1

Each side is represented by facts and figuresq
For example, in an elaborate analysis,
determined

the percentage of rent

between
es

and 1970 actually justified by cost

a

in Cambridge, ,Springfield and

low of

87

Medford and N. Adams, Mass

of 47%

states that

es

levels of rent

Massachusetts under rent

are

the proportion of units
sma11. 88

During the lasts

tion, the Consumer Price
annual

across the

's

e is. s
of

a-

shows rents have
course, a

87
88 .The Real

Rent

p 111.
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the federal rent freeze in January of

3, which showed by

March that rents had risen more than 14%
and about 12% in suburban Maryland.
ported in other parts of the country.

northern Virginia

Similar trends were re89

For a

exam-

ination of the landlord's costs in providing housing in
California and his profits, see Chapter 5 of this report.

WHO BENEFITS FROM RENT CONTROL?
In New York City more than 90 percent of

eholds

having incomes under $2000 resided in controlled units.

At

the same time 43 percent of those earning $15,000 or above
also lived in rent controlled units.
The basic shortcoming of rent control as a
redistributive measure lies in its application to categories of housing, rather than
to categories of housing occupants. A more
equitable system of
- for tenants -

89 U.S. News and World Report,

19, 1973, p.24.
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lity to pay,
would key rents to tenants'
housing.
as in federally subsidized
However, this system of rent
at ion
would undoubtedly deprive 1~.. ~~.~
of a
'fair return' when renting to
and moderate income enants in the
ence of public
subsidies.

90

rent control in New

In greater detail, those who benefit
York City can be surmised firom the

Family
Income

Percent of 3ouseholds in
Each Income Category in
Controlled Units

less than $2000

90

2000 - 3999

85

4000 - 5999

77

6000 - 7999

67

8000 - 9999

63

10,000 - 14,999

54

15,000 - and over

TOTAL
Figures for other locations were not available.

RENT CONTROL AND ILLEGAL PRACTICES
Rent control opponents
for the landlord to make a

lege that if rents are too low
, he must abandon or sell the

building or must find another way to recover his costs.

90 "The Social Utility of Rent
91 Rapk'~n, p .2.

II I

p

In
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perhaps the weakest argument

control, it has been
landlords

resorted to unethical if not
.

costs and

a pro f 1t.

1

to recover

92

Landlords as a class are probably
abiding as any other group of
the books are full of cases of
evasions of rent ceilings by devices
requiring tenants to pay additional
installments or the purchase price of
worthless lots, or as rental for the
for a garage. OPA was forced to ask New York
newspapers to refuse to accept advertisements
offering apartments for rent in exchange
an opportunity to buy a new car at the former
ceiling price. There is nothing new under
the sun .••• In a California case, the tenant
paid the landlord a sum for the landlord's
agreement not to sell the house and to let
it to the tenant for six months •••• The most
obvious scheme for evading rent ceilings, and
one of the most widely used is the tie-in
deal whereby the tenant must purchase furniture
as a condition of the
Even more
vicious, perhaps, is the so-called "key-money"
racket. The device is simple: in order to
obtain a lease at the ceiling rent the ·tenant
must pay an exorbitant sum for the right to
enter, or furnish an unreturnable depos
for
the key ••• Evasions are not limited to landlords. A Shanghai tenant was offered as much
as $8~~0 in gold bars to relinquish his apartment.

92 Shenkel, p .103.

93 John

llis

pp.617~6

"Some

Law of Rent

"
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CONCLUSION
The quality of the analysis
trol is amazingly poor.

most studies on rent con-

Methodological weaknesses abound.

Without allowing this background

to become fully enmeshed

in pointing out those weaknesses we have

to highlight

the reported effects of rent control where
mented.

been imple-

The most serious arguments against rent control are

treated in greater detail for obvious reasons.
A disappointing fact, little evidence available was
comparable.

Not only did studies cover different subjects

and contain miraculously little overlap, but also the differing lengths of time controls have been

effect

, for

example, New York and Massachusetts, make comparisons most
difficult.

Even rent control advocates 1

the National

Housing and Economic Development Law Project say that while
they are satisfied that rent controls work

11 in the short-

run, it may be true that in the long-run new construction, and
housing quality will decrease.

A more serious analytical
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effort would be advisable before California considers the
adoption of rent controls, but such an analysis was clearly
beyond the scope of this background report intended primarily
to pinpoint the main issues involved in rent control.

CHAPTER V

CALIFORNIA HOUSING TRENDS

Rent controls are proposed in response to the existence
of an emergency housing situation.

The demonstration of such

an emergency must take into account a complex set of interrelated factors.

There are two considerations:

(1) the de-

mand for rental housing and (2) the supply of rental housing.
Both the short-range and long-range trends must be considered.
This is difficult in view of the cyclical nature of the housing industry.

Although supply and demand are intertwined, the

picture may appear clearer if we consider the two separately.

I

DEMAND
1. Demographic factors
According to the U.S. Census, 45% of Californians rented
their housing in 1970.
only 41.6% rented.

This is an increase from 1960 when

Renters are more often urban than rural,

69
group. 9 4

young (25-35) than old and of a
of renters varies
the state:

to county throughout

only 34% of the

rents, compared

to more than half of the residents of
Angeles counties. 9 5

Francisco and Los

Both Blacks (6

the Spanish-

American surnamed (53%) have a higher
than the state average.96

The pro-

of renting

Elderly households have

homeownership rates than other households
itan area of the state. 97
One of the factors which contributes to the decision
to rent rather than own is mob
are much more mobi

ity.

than owners.

, renters
to the 1970 Cen-

sus, only 12.5% of the homeowners, but 48.1
had moved in the last 15 months.
in mobility among ethnic
are not markedly di

94

1
Although

renters,
difference
patterns

renters of various income

California
1973, p.7.

95

96

97
98

98

of

p.36.
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levels, occupants of housing

a

low income tenant finds a low rent un

rent are less mobile

, he is not likely to

leave it.
On several indicators of high mobil

•

alifornia ranks

5th among the states.lOO

California expe

in migration after 1965.

The 1970 Census found that college

a decrease

and military personnel account for a significant proportion
of the population mobility both into and within the state between 1965 and 197o. 101
Population growth trends are useful in estimating future
demand for rental and single family homes, s

certain age

groups and family groups are more likely to rent than others.
Census studies have shown that one or two member households
are more likely to rent than own housing.
One person households have been increasing
as a percentage of households each of the
past three decades.
(These rent more often
than they own) . The percentage of households with only one or two members will continue to increase which means new households
99

T"h~ ...:!• •
~.

44
p•
•

100

' p.34.

101

p.36.

71
will predominately be
e least interested
in and least tB~e to afford a ingle home on
a single lot.

clining birth rate.

de-

a

This increase in small famil
The birth

14.9 per 1000 in

1973 and 1974 were the lowest in

an

story.l03
persons 25-34

Since the greatest growth rate
years old; and between 1973 and 1974, the

of mar-

riages declined while the number of divorces

.
I

currently an increasing proportion of households will be
maintained by a young unmarried adult who is most likely to
rent. 1 04
However, Robert J. Samuelson, in an article
Angeles Times, points out that this 25 to 44

Los
group

will grow by an estimated 10 million (to a total of 71 million) between 1980 and 1985

which

It is this

usually shifts dramatically to permanent housing, with a
preference for single-

homes. 105

Therefore,

this

102 Ibid.
103

"Annual Report of Hous
Apartment Business,

ants", Professional Builder and
• 1975, p.51.

104
105

~

p.l.
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group follows the established

demand for single5.

family homes should increase from
birth rate indicates that there
25-35 age group in the

futur~providing

The dropping

fewer people in the
a smaller number of
the product

potential renters than the current period

rented

of the post-war "baby boom" is primarily
units.

Cost factors to be discussed later in this section

will demonstrate that a large demand for rental units
probably continue for some time, in spite of these population
trends.

2.

Income

According to the 1970 Census, 15% of the

•

California had an income of less than $3000.
percent had incomes of $15,000 or more. 10 6

in
Twenty-two

Minority groups,

especially Blacks, had lower incomes than other households.l07
As the following table shows, renters had markedly lower incomes than homeowners.

106 California Statewide Housing Element, p. 8.
l07 Ibid.
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INCOME BY TENURE:

1970
RENTERS
%
14.0

OWNERS
%

INCOME
Under $2,000

9.3
9.1

2,000 - 2,999
3,000 - 4,999

6.5

14.6

5,000 - 6,999

7.1

15.1

7,000 - 9,999

15.4

19.9

10,000 - 14.999

29.3

.7

15,000 - 24,999

24.6

7.9

25,000 or more
TOTAL

7.8
100.

100.0

e figures indicate that many renters are not homeowners
because they cannot afford to buy a home

Most households

which can afford to buy a house do so.
Before taking a more detailed look at the
to know how

income level on housing choice, it is
family income has fared
s

1970.

troubled

United States

statistics showed that

median family income rose by an estimated 2% between

72

and 1973, but was expected to show a decrease of several
points for

74

terms of constant

lars.

The median family income in 1973
Given these income stati

about $12,050. 109
what opportunity does

the renter have of becoming a
The Census Bureau's Components of

Change

(CINCH) study compiled data on the renters who became home-

•

owners in 1969 and 1970.

Only 7% of renters became home-

owners in the Los Angeles-Long Beach S.M.S.A. and 8% renters
in the San Francisco-Oakland S.M.S.A. became homeowners. 110
The CINCH study further found that:
While 7-8% renters were becoming owners,
only 3% owners were becoming renters, but
93% new households became renters. Since
the overwhelming majority of new households
initially became renters, homeownership
rates will not increase unless the proportion of existing renters who became owners
is high enough to offset the effect of new
renter households.lll
Recent studies demonstrate that new single-family homes
are simply too expensive for the majority of California
households.

Robert J.

son discussed this problem:

Against this rising demand, the cost of a
single family home seems to be increasing
so fast that it is
fting out of the
range of more and more
Between

109 "Annual Report of Hous
110
lll Ibid.

ants", p

51.
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1970 and
, the
home rose about 50%
but the
fami
20% (
,867 to
the pattern was just
1963 and 1970, the median
rose about 30%, but

of a new
to $35,900)
only about
the 1960's,
Between
of a new home
jumped 73%. 112
s puts the median

The Joint Economic Committee of
price of a new home

in 1974 at

1,

113

This would

result in monthly housing expenses of $486; the minimum required income to buy at that price would be $23,330.

Only

15% of the families in the United States earn that much,
which means 85% of the households could not afford to buy.ll4
Clearly, because of these cost factors, the vast majority of California renters must find an alternative to the
single family home

But

1 do available rental units

meet this need?
Generally,
ing is considered re
shows, there is a
the percent of income

f 25% family income on housYet, as the following table
negative relationship between
for rent and income.

112 Samuelson, p.l.
113
114 Ibid.

p.l5.
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INCOME BY GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF INCOME:

Total Paying
20o/o+

{Total
Renten

.7

320,057

404,43:

15.0

.4

250,062

262, 90t

12.1

31.8

.4

371,814

422,10:

$5,000-6,999

23.8

35.2

.4

309,555

438,84~

$7,000-9,999

26.6

16.5

3 1

257,467

575,61]

$10,000-14,999

12.6

4.8

0.8

91,428

514,16]

$15,000-24,999

4.8

1.5

0.3

14,694

229,435

$25,000 or More

1.4

0.0

0.1

% Income Spent
for Gross Rent

20%-24%

25%-34%

Under $2,000

0.4

2.6

$2,000-2,999

3.1

$3,000-4,999

3

or more

1970ll5

1,1012

Almost all very low income renter households pay more
than 35% of their incomes for rent.

As income increases,

the percentage of renters paying a substantial percentage of
their incomes decreases.

In 1970, 55.8% of renters paid more

than 20% of their income for rent. 116
I

Clearly the poor, who

are least able to afford it, are spending too much of their
income on rent.

The Department of Housing and Community

Development concluded:
There is a large need for additional low
rental units.
If all renters were to be
housed without "overpaying" for rent, in

ll5 California Statewide Housing Element, p. 206.

50198~

7

month

Federally subs

hous

cost hous

source

.
118
Hous1.ng.

2% of

The

Des

Center

of costs

a

of housing for

that

fare hous

Commerce found that

low

0

,000

San Francisco
rents paid

or single
or

rent

beyond

117

' p.210.

Billion
1969,

120

Housing",
IX , August
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COMPARISON OF GROSS RENTS AFFORDABLE BY RENTERS AND
EXISTING RENTAL UNITS: 197oi2I
Comparison:
Difference

Renter Households:
Total

Category
Total

2,960,065

Under $40

426,000

$40-59

3,0 3
22,

Deficit

7
7

-403,873

-403,873

316,340

113,831

-202,509

-606,382

$60-79

289,060

305,0

+15,966

-590,416

$80-99

386,730

440,369

+53,639

-536,777

$100-119

290,300

462,495

$120-149

437,220

671,535

+234,315

-130,582

$150-199

571,700

662,685

+9C,985

9,282

$200 or More

143,000

295,384

+152,384

No Cash Rent

99,715

99,715

-364,582

-0-

Additional tables with more detailed information are
appendix 7.

3. Rental Housing Conditions
The lower price rental units have fewer bedrooms, are
older, are more overcrowded, and are predominately
by low income households.l22
The most widely accepted index of overcrowding is

121 California Statewide Housing Elemen~
122 Ibid., pp.8-ll.

p.211.

79
where a housing unit

less than

room per person

i.e. 1.01 or more persons per room

Severe

equals 1.51 or more and very
or more. 1 23

equals 2.01

Renters, rural areas, Bl

sh-Americans,

and geographic areas with a high

of low income

and minority households all have signi

average

overcrowding. 124
As might be expected, large families who rent
ence a high incidence of overcrowding.

I~

metropolitan

areas, 77.5% of renter households with six or more persons
were overcrowded whi

37.3% of the renter

five persons were overcrowded.l25

The 1970 Census

that:

In each of the household types where overcrowding is most prevalent--husband and
fe
households with the head age 25-44 and
male head households
the
under 65-overcrowding among renters was at
double the
rate
Overcrowding is the most severe
Bakersfield, Fresno and

123 Ib 1. d.

I

p • 11 •

124 Ibid.
125
126

, p.llO.

central

a.

S.M.S.A.'s had the most

The

80
overcrowding.l27

These are the three S.M.S.A.'s with the

lowest median income, lowest

an valued homes, and low-

est median rents.
A large family with low income seekinq a suitable rental
unit is faced with a severe shortage of such units.

•

ber of very large renter households

The num-

the number of suit-

ably sized rental units. 128
Phase II of the California Housing Element concluded
that in 1970:
The number of large overcrowded households
far exceed the number of suitably sized
vacant for sale or for rent units. Only
48,000 vacant units with three or more
b~drooms which the 415,000 overcrowded
households with five or more members could
have moved into--if they could afford it
and had geographic access. Two-thirds of
these vacant units were f~r sale and only
one-third were for rent. 9
Unfortunately, overcrowded units are more likely to be
substanda~

also.

In the S.M.S.A.'s in 1960, the proportion

of substandard units was twice as high among overcrowded
units as among occupied units which are not overcrowded,

127 Ibid.
128
129

T"h.;rl

I

~.,

Ibid.

p.ll2.
p.l30.
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dilapidated units were three times more common in overcrowded
units than non-overcrowded occupied
for definition of substandard and

owner units were

(See appendix 7
A much higher

percentage of renter units than owner
substandard in the 1960 Census.

130

In

6.3% substandard

were found to be
state as a whole,
.1% dilapidated.

In contrast, renter units were 19.6% substandard including
3.7% dilapidated.l31
There is a direct relationship between low rent and
substandard conditions:

units renting for less than $80

accounted for approximately 80% of
units.l32

substandard rental

John M. Bailey, Jr. and Henry Schubert, Jr.

discovered that in 1969 over 60% of the units occupied by
the 4 million

u.s.

families on welfare were substandard.l33

The picture for the low income renter is bleak: the
Housing and Community Development Department projected construction needs:

130 Ibid., p.l41.
131 Ibid.

I

p.l35.

132 Ibid.

I

p.l39.

133 Bai

,

pp. 56-57.
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In the next five years (
to
78) there
is a basic construction need to build more
than one million housing
California
merely to accommodate new households and to
replace housing units removed through normal
attrition of the hous
At least
one million additional
would need to
be rehabilitated or repl
if all households are to have decent
.134
Furthermore, the number of substandard

•

number of vacant units, so it is imposs

exceeds the
for all house-

holds to occupy standard units unless many stanuard units
are rehabilitated or replaced.l35

!t is unlikely at the

present time that a sufficient number of standard units
will be rehabilitated or replaced to provide suitable rental
units at a low price.

In the Los Angeles-Long Beach S.M.S.A.

and the San Francisco-Oakland S.M.S.A., despite a very high
removal rate of dilapidated units, more units became dilapi-

•

dated between 1960 and 1970 than were removed.l36

4.

Vacancy Rates

If rental vacancy rates are low, prospective tenants
will have a limited choice of housing.

This is particularly

13 4 California Statewide Housing Element, p. 12.
135 Ibid.
136 Ib1'd ., p. 1 57.
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significant if the demand for

es as

the price of single family

Hous

Community Development Department
rates went up
1973.

that

most areas of the state

However, since July

vacancy
70 and

1973, the

construction

rate has fallen significantly, resulting

apart-

ment vacancies.l37
The next section of this chapter will
ment construction has not yet recovered from the slump of
74.

Leonard Levy, a partner in the accounting firm of

Kenneth Leventhal and Compan¥ estimates the current vac
rate

Los Angeles at 5%.138

The City of

ducted a rental vacancy survey

1974.

shows the very low rental

rate.

# BEDROOMS

TOT.i'lL UNITS

Studio
1-BR
2-BR
3+BR
TOTAL

137
138
139 "A

578
1 31
1464

The

contable

VACANT UNITS 139
#
%
0.52
1.09
1.50
1.52
1.18

3

22

' p.l73.
ew

Leonard
Rent
974. o.2.

Company.
Issue 29,

84

Clearly a low rental vacancy rate only exacerbates the

Data for the third quarter
vacancy rates in the Bay Area range

1974 show that apartment
a high of 10.4% in

Sonoma County to a low of 3% in San Francisco County •

•

The table below shows the vacancy rates for nine Bay
Area counties:
COUNTY
San Francisco
Alameda
Contra Costa
Marin
San Mateo
Santa Clara
Sonoma
Napa
Solano

RESIDENCE
0.9%
1.2
2.2
1.4
0.8
1.4
2.0
1.6

APARTMENTl40
3%
5.3
9.0
7.2
6.1
4.1
10.4
9.8

According to a Housing and Urban Development Department

•

Postal Vacancy Survey of Riverside County in March, 1975, the
vacancy rate for single family homes was 3.3% and 10.3% for
apartments. 141

5. Summary
In summary, the sky-rocketing costs of single-family
140

Real Estate Research Council of Northern California, Northern
California Real Estate ReEort, Vol. 26-#4, 3rd Quarter, 1974.

141

Interview with,Craig Manning, Riverside County Planning Departmen
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homes are forcing more families
housing market.

in the rental

This

existing rental units.
Low income families are faced
alternatives.

They may be forced to

too

a

proportion of their income for rent bacause
supply of low cost rentals.

1

Or they may be able to rent a
, and

low cost unit which is likely to be
too small for large families.

Current trends indicate that

in the near future to amel
SUPPLY
California has a shortage of s
rental units

low-cost

As the demand for rental
cost of s

because of the demonstrated
family homes, there may

at

a shortage of

all price ranges.
The pertinent question therefore

the

ing

86

industry will be able to meet

for rental housing.
demand for rental

Several factors in addition
units affect the construction rate

Construction and main-

tenance costs may make rentals an

•

Another major consideration is the cost

investment.
lability of

investment dollars.
1.

Construction Costs

Inflation has had a massive impact on construction costs.
There are three major costs involved:
material, and labor.

the cost of land,

Leonard Levy, an accountant, states

that generally land and labor costs have been steadily
rising, while the cost of materials has fluctuated.

142

The cost of shelter has increased rapidly in recent years in
sharp contrast to the slow rise between 1955 and 1965.143
The construction industry experienced a difficult year
in 1974.

Materials rose rapidly in price, and shortages

were typical.

Increases in material prices ranged from a

142

Interview with Leonard Levy.

143

Robert C. Joiner. 11
Homeownership and Rental
Costs" , Monthly Labor Review, July, 1970. p. 26.

modest 5%
Lee S

144

products
, Inc.,

cost

cost of construction materials
until

start

half of 1975.

increase

again

s

average
, they

material cost will be

found that except in isolated circumstances

apparent

material shortages of 1974 have disappeared
Lee Saylor, Inc. developed a
quotes prices for materials in twenty
areas

or

s

areas.

two are then combined and
changes
cost

the

labor used

current

146

46%

is
7) •

cost

Labor cost

were

of 1975 at 0.9%, but
slow for increased costs

ee
for

quarter
Lee S

, Inc.

5,
p

2.

2,
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predicts labor costs will increase

in 1975. 147

Unem-

ployment in the construction industry currently stands at
18%, the highest rate in

148

Apparently

con-

struction costs will not drop signi

in the near

future.

continue to be a

Therefore, construction costs

major factor in an investor's determination of the profitability
of rental housing.
2.

The Cost of Financing Construction

The fluctuating cost of dollars for financing construetion has been a major headache for the industry.

According

to Leonard Levy, this cost was prohibitive to builders last
. d , an d now 1s
. r1s1ng
. .
. 149
year, t h en d roppe d f or a per1o
aga1n.
Levy states that the prime mortgage dollar goes to singlefamily home construction since limited-partnerships

which go

into multi-family construction do not have as good a credit
rating. 150

The Professional Builder, in its July, 1975

issue, concurs with Levy's assessment:

147
148
149
150

Ibid.
Interview with Leonard
Ibid.

savings

are
by strong

ects.
Costs

3.
In

to

costs

cons
a

rental
tax

In

were

mar-

out
to

ket

a

So once
2

re
costs can
the

a

rental hous

In

1974, the Institute of Real Estate

an Income

figures below are

Expense Analysis.

ments in the San Diego area.

Figures for the

ments are used because they make up more than 60% of the
apartments nationally.

The expense figures are the percent-

age of the maximum gross total
the rental unit.

inco~e

which is earned from

(See Appendix 7 for

complete table

with breakdown of each category.).
Garden Apartment Operating Expenses

1.

Maintenance and Operating

.3%

2.

7.4

3.

Management

4.

Insurance

=

stration
Taxes
Expenses

2

153

7.1

=

45.3%153

Interview
11

Income
ment,
The

of Property ManageManagement, 1974.
not total to
the
of
smaller
num-

left only 44.0%
to pay

interest and principal

take a profit.

to

(Total income minus

minus 10.8% uncollected rent equals 44.
income.) 154

As finance costs increase, the

The same study compiled figures
income between 1973 and 1974 and

gross

1973 and 1974.

Rental Income 155
±vPe of Building

5.

Elevator Building

+

1.

Low Rise, 25 + Units

+

4.5%

Garden Apartment

+

Low

154

155

se, 12 - 24 Units

Ibid ..
Ibid.

92

Apartment Expenses
(all types of buildings)l56
Change Between 1973 - 1974
Heating Fuel

+ 26.3%

Other Utilities

+ 11.8

Payroll

+

Maintenance

+ 12.2

Total Expenses (includes others than
those itemized here)

+

1.4

6.4%

Clearly, rental income has not kept pace with the
increases in operating costs.
4.

Construction Rate

The increasing material cost, the fluctuating financial
picture and increased operating expenses have contributed to
a major decline in multi- unit construction.
Phase II of the California Statewide Housing Element
(1973) stated that construction of single-unit structures
(including mobilehomes) and multi-unit structures were

l56

Ibid.

a 35% decline
decline

was a

apartments as the

Detached

D

Townhou"es
& Condos

II

Multi-Family
For Rent'

*Includes rental
income.

evere that even Lincoln Property,
3 and 1974, 'reported a decline
llion in 1973 to $47
million

In

construction was much harder

hit

single-family
Coast Builder show this

trend

157
158
9
0

5:
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State Totals - Residential Constructionl6l
Year

Single Units

Multi Units

1967

67,842

43,602

1968

86,816

72,931

1969

80,119

104,111

1970

71,362

124,306

1971

113,348

143,328

1972

123,990

156,861

1973

102,734

114,130

1974

76,205

53,321

Change 1973-74

-26,529

-60,809

Percent Change

-25.8%

-53.3%

Jan. 1975

4,806

1,790

Feb. 1975

4,755

2.170

March 1975

4,963

2,661

April 1975

7,243

3,585

April 1974

8,587

7,396

-1,344

-3,811

Change April 1974
to April 1975
Percent Change

-15.7%

-51.5%

There are several theories which would explain why
there has been such a sharp decline in multi-family construetion.

161

Robert Samuelson contends that:

Pacific Coast Builder, June, 1975. Some condominiums
are included in the figures for multi-unit, but
the vast majority are apartments.

An increasing
would be expected
for new housing,
for somewhat different
have stagnated.
ment construction has
single-family construction
months of the year, apartment
tion dropped about 70%,
starts declined only about
Samuelson argues that

normally
demand
construction-appears to
year, apartmore than
the first six
construefamily

has de-

clined because developers felt they simply cannot make a
profit.

Specifically, he says:

Mortgage rates, construction costs and high
operating costs are too high. Apartment projects are generally regarded as riskier than
single-family home development, in part because
a developer can stop building new units in a
single-family project if problems arise, whereas an entire apartment project must be completed. As a result, mortgage rates tend to be a
bit higher for apartments.l63
·
Apartments built

this

expensive because of the

in construction costs.

Therefore, Samuelson states
for significantly

rents

is doubtful that new
cost factors

meet

rental units.
162
163
164

Samuelson, p. 1.
Ibid ..
Ibid.

period are more

these apartments will rent
units. 164
under these
additional low cost

It

96

Don
Council

v.

Collin, representative

the California Builders

that the

high rent for

new units which will have to

oldere lower price
165

units, has discouraged apartment
tion, Collin cites two other reasons
unit construction:

(1)

drop in multi-

The rapid construction

miniums created a surplus.

In addi-

condo-

Investors began to try to entice

renters into buying condominiums.

The $2000 tax credit

helped convince some renters to buy condominiums, decreasing
the market for rentals;

(2)

Increased environmental aware-

ness and regulations have made high density multi-unit housing less attractive in many communities.

This further dis-

courages developers.l66
However, some recent signs indicate a possible recovery
in the housing market.

The Professional Builder notes there

is a continued flow of dollars for home loans into savings
and loans.

165
166

Federally insured savings and loans gained a

Interview with Don
Council
Ibid.

v.

Collin, California Builders

97

record (for April) $2.67 billion

new money, compared with

a record loss in April

fourth straight

month of record or near-record

'rh.e volume of home
to the highest

loans closed by savings and loans
level since June, 1974. 16 7

Paul J. O'Brien, Senior Vice-President of Security
Pacific Bank and administrator of its real estate finance
department, stated in August, 1975, "Our forecast still
points toward slow but steady improvement for the overall
building industry through the latter part of this year and
into 1976, 168

O'Brien cited a fourteen county study of

building permits issued in July, 1975.

They found that per-

mits issued for single-family dwellings rose by 13% over
June while permits for multiple dwelling units climbed by
15% over June totals.

This followed five consecutive monthly

gains throughout Southern California.

167
168

169

169

Professional Builder, p.
Dick TUrpin, Los
'tons truction
Angeles Times, Part IX
Ibid.

Real Estate Editor,
Holds Steady", Los
August 31, 1975, p.l.

98

5.

Summary
-unit housing has

since 1973 in California.

This

a major decline
is due to rising costs
financial pic-

of construction and operation and an

•

•

ture.

Many large publicly owned companies

withdrawn

from construction of multi-unit housing because of inability
to make a profit under current conditions •
Some very recent improvements indicate that a recovery
may have begun in the housing market.

Because of the dis-

tinctly cyclical nature of the housing industry, these improvements must be closely followed to determine whether
they do, in fact, signal the onset of a healthier period
for multi-unit construction.

I

CONCLUSION

cost

units.

trends,

number of one-two

who are

most likely to rent, will probably

•

an

or growing demand for rental units.

to a continuing
As

of single-

family homes rises, more moderate and middle
to remain
inabi

rental

to afford a home.

ies

because
This would create more compe-

moderate priced rental units.
However,

sing construction and operating costs have

major factors
struction.

the sharp decline in

Since higher prices require

conrents, which

means the newer units are not competitive
older, but lower-priced
tant to construct new
costs of financing have
apartment construction.

investors have been re
housing.
a major factor

discouraging

100

Unless apartment construction becomes a more profitable
venture in the eyes of builders and investors, it is unlikely
that there will be a significant

in the construction

of apartments.
The rising demand for apartments,

with declin-

ing construction leads to increased competition for existing
units.

This competition will result in lower vacancy rates

which traditionally have stimulated rent increases.

The

forces contributing to the rental housing shortage, left
unchecked, will probably merely perpetuate this cycle.
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The California Assembly Committee on Hous
Community Development will hold hearings th
Fall on rent
control.
The hearings will explore the dimensions of the
problem rent control addresses, the demonstrable pros and
cons of rent control, and other possible solutions to the
problem of steeply rising rents and tenants' ability to
afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing.

•

In advance of the hearings, I am preparing a
report for our legislative committee members which I expect
will be printed for public distribution as well, review
the experiences of other states and municipalities with
rent control.
In this regard, it would be of immeasurab
assistance if you would provide me with whatever informat
you have on rent control and a list of articles I might read
and other persons I should contact in order to have a reasonably complete and accurate picture.
Specifically, I am interested in the follow
of questions and would appreciate help in finding data
speak to these matters.
1.
·ro what extent has there been a shor
affordable rental units in your area?

2.
severe?

of

In what rental ranges are the shortages most

3.
To what extent have renters, especially
with lower incomes, experienced rent increases?

4. How frequently have
much of an increase has there been
5. What have been the
producing and maintaining rental
have these costs risen? How prof

ed
in the costs of
ty? How steep
is rental

6. What has been your area'
the adoption of rent control?
7.

e

What classes of housing

?

ience fo
trol

?

8. What problems have you exper
istering the controls? How expensive has
been?
9.

Has the administration been

opinion?
10. How much have rents been raised
passage of rent control?
11.
considered?

In raising rents, what factors are

12. what has been the trend in the
new rental units in the area? Has there been a
the number of such units constructed? If so,
in your opinion, to the imposition of rent contra
other factors?
13. What has been the pattern of res en
1
building maintenance since the imposition of rent contro
14. Has there been an increase
the number of
rental buildings abandoned, or an increase in the number of
foreclosures on such properties for non-payment of taxes?
If so, do you believe this is a result of rent controls or
other factors?
15. What suggestions would you make to a State
considering the adoption of rent control legis tion? wou
you counsel for or against it? Why? How would you structure
such a program administratively? What are some of the
tfalls to be avoided?
Information on any or all the questions above
would be exceedingly helpful.
I am attempting to comp te
my compilation of information and write my report with

App. 1-3
the next several weeks.
Should it be easier for you to
respond per telephone, please feel free to call me collect.
The number is (916) 445-7610 (from 9:00a.m. to 5:00p.m.}.
Thank you in advance for any assistance you may
be able to give me.
Sincerely,

,

RENEE FRANKEN
Principal Consultant

RF:sj
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CITY OF
SPECIAL MUNICIPAL
CONSOLIDATED
CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY

•

Together with Arguments
Convenience of the
Electors of the City of

CHARTER AMENDMENTS
To be Voted Upon by the Voters at
CITY OF BERKELEY
SPECIAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION
Consolidated with the Consolidated Primary
to be held June 6,
2
Together with Arguments for the
of the Qualified Electors
City of Berkeley
NOTICE OF CHARTER AMENDMENTS
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
Berkeley is submitting on its own
Charter of the City of Berkeley to be
of Berkeley Special Municipal Election
Consolidated Primary Election to be
1972. The proposed Charter Amendment
wit:
CITY OF BERKELEY CHARTER AMENDMENT H
(Omitted as not
CITY OF BERKELEY
Section A.

Add

1. Statement of
units resulting in a

to
~~RTER

AMENDMENT I
new

XVII:

a

2

(f) Rent: The consideration,
or gratuity demanded or
the use or occupancy of rental
rental units, including
or paid for parking,
deposits for damages
(g)

Rental housing agreement: An agreement,
or implied, between a
tenant
occupancy of a rental unit and for hous
services.
(h)
Rental units: Any building
of or land appurtenant thereto or any
or offered for rent for living of
houses, apartments, rooming and board
properties used for living or dwelling
housing services connected with the
such property.
(i) Tenant: A tenant, subtenant, lessee,
any other person entitled under the terms of a
to the use or occupancy of
3.

Rent Control Board:

(a) Composition: There shall be in the City
a Rent Control Board. The Board shall consist of
ioners. The Board shall
annually as
or chairman one of its members to serve in that
(b) Eligibility: Residents of the City of
are duly qualified electors of the City of Berkeley are e
to serve as Commissioners of the Rental Control
(c) Full disclosure of holdings: Candidates
position of Rent Control Board Commissioner, in addi
fulfilling the requirements of Article III, Section 6~,
filing nomination papers, shall submit a verified statement
listing all of their interests and dealings in real
including but not limited to its ownership, sale or
ment, and investment in and association with partnerships
corporations, joint ventures and syndicates engaged
its
ownership, sale or management, during the previous
3
years.
(d) Method of election: Commissioners shall
at general municipal elections in the same manner as
Article III, except that the first Commissioners
elected within 180 days after approval of this Article
State Legislature in accordance with the provisions
cle III.

App. 2-5
(j) Dockets: The Board
office rent adjustment and
Said dockets shall list the time,
involved, the addresses of
final dispos
of the
(k) Compensation: Each
every meeting fifty dollars ($50.
any Commissioner receive in any
twenty-four (24) hundred dollars

maintain and keep in its
ficate hearing dockets
place of hearing, parbuildings involved, and
by the Board ..
shall receive for
no event shall
period more than
rendered.

(1)
Vacancies: If a vacancy shall occur on the Board,
to fill such a
the Board shall appoint a qualified
election when a
vacancy until the following general
qualified person shall be elected to
the remainder
of the term.
(m) Recall: Commissioners may be recalled in accordance
with the provisions of Article IV of the Charter of the City
of Berkeley.
(n) Staff: The Board shall employ, subject to the approval
of the City Council, such staff as may be necessary to perform
its functions. Board shall shall not be subject to the requirements of Article VII, Section 28 (b) and (c) and Article
IX, Section 56 of the City Charter.
4.

Maximum Rent:

(a) Base rent: The base rent shall be the rent in effect
on August 15, 1971 or any rent in effect subsequent to this
date if it was less. If no rent was in effect on August 15,
1971, as in the case of newly constructed units completed after
this date, the base rent shall be established by the Board
based on the generally prevailing rents for comparable units
in the City of Berkeley. The base rent shall take effect
ninety (90) de:.ys after the election of the Board and the Board
shall administer a rollback of rents in all controlled units to
this level and shall determine, where necessary, the actual
rent level in effect on August 15, 1971. Upon approval of this
Charter Amendment by the
fornia State Legislature and pending the establishment of base rents and the rollback of rents
to the base rent level, no landlord shall increase rents in a
rent-controlled unit.
(b)
Registration: The Board shall require registration
of all rent-controlled units, their base rents, and the housing
services provided on forms authorized and voted by the Board.
5.

Maximum Rent Adjustments:

The Board may make individual rent adjustments, either upward or downward, of the maximum rent established as the base

$

4

(a) •

2-6

The

s

services.
landlord who petitions the Board for an
shall file with such petition
Building Inspection
are in full
State of Cali
of Berkeley Housing Code based on an
than six months prior to the date of the
Such certification shall be prima facie
non-existence of Code violations rebuttable
evidence introduced by
The Board may
that the
with the

6.

ustment
Board shall cons
rent-controlled
the
the Board.
Board cons

• 2-7

have as
position
or

representa-

•
a
all testimony
materials
on each
all recommended
and/or orders;
decision,
no
later
No rent adjustment
preponderance
to a
cision and a
said decision
ceeding shall
view of
Amendment.

this
to
unit
level
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(c)
Board
the landlord's
of

(d)

shall
receipt of
the time,
(e)
At
lord to prove
No eviction
fails to prove
or that any
caused by the present tenant(s);
retaliation for reporting Code
this Article, or
ing rights under
Section 6 (d), (e),
similar manner to

(f)

concerned tenants of
of eviction

, the Board
days after
parties as to
on the landapplication.
the landlord

a
ficate of
ld on the

eviction or
certificate
and shall
has applied
voluntarily abandons
of this Section
on the right to
No provision of
to recover possession
of the Board
ficate of
of this
Section 9.

sion in
8.
to a
Article
deemed to

Non-Waiverabili
or pertaining
ion of this
, shall be

App. 2
9

who demands,
rent in excess of
provisions of this
regulation or order hereunder promulgated,
provided to the tenant from
is
, accepted, received or retained,
attorney's fees and costs as determined by
damages
the amount of two hundred dollars ($2
more than three (3) times the amount by which the payment or
payments demanded, accepted, received or retained, whichever
is the greater.
tenant from whom such payment
demanded,
, or retained in violation
the provis
or any rule, regulation or order hereinunder
to bring an action under this Section within
from the date of the occurrence of the violation,
the claim arising out of the violation
action. Thereinafter, the tenant on whose beacted is barred from also bringing action
in regard to the same
for
a settlement. In the event
Board
shall be entitled to retain the costs
settlement thereof, and the tenant against
has been committed shall be entitled to
(c)

A judgment for damages or on the merits
any action
Section shall be a bar to any recovery under this
t
landlord on account of any violation
tenant prior to the institution of
such judgment was rendered. Action to
damages under the provisions of this Seclater than one year after the date
Municipal or
Court, as the case
rent-contro
unit
jurisdiction over all actions and complaints
s

s

)
who have paid
excess of the maximum
rent set by
Board as determined at a hearing held by
or whose rent was suspended due to a violation
this
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Article shall be
excess payment. Tenants
the refund due them from
than pursuing the remedy
vided that they inform
to their intention to do so.
by landlords for deducting
Section.

the amount of the
deduct such amount of
rent payments, rather
Section lO(a}, proadvance in writing as
shall not be penalized
fund pursuant to this

(f)
If a landlord evicts a tenant without a certificate
of eviction obtained from the Board
tenants' obligation
to pay rent to the landlord during the
beginning with
the date of the actual eviction and
for the period
in which the tenant is dispossessed for
of one year
is automatically suspended and the tenant
entitled to a
refund of rent in accordance with the
of Section
10 (e).
11.

Injunctive Relief:

The Board and tenants
units may seek relief from
restrain by injunction any
the rules, regulations and
12.

and landlords of rent-controlled
a Municipal or Superior Court to
violation of this Article and of
decisions of the Board.

Partical Invalidity:

If any provision of this Article or application thereof
to any person or circumstances is held invalid, this invalidity
shall not affect other provisions or applications of this
Article which can be given effect without the invalid provision
or application, and to this end the provisions of this Article
are declared to be severable.
Section B. The
t sentence of Section 8, Article V of
the Charter of the City of Berkeley is amended to read as
follows:
"The elective officers of the City shall be a Mayor,
an Auditor, eight (8) Council Members, five (5) School Directors, and five (5) Rent Control Board Commissioners."
ARGUMENT FOR CHARTER AMENDMENT I
Berkeley rents are too high, and getting higher.
In fact,
Berkeley rents have been
three times faster than the
national average (Consumer
Index).
The Rent Control
solution to this problem.
1.

Amendment offers an effective

It rolls back rents to their August 15, 1971 level.

rent control produced
false.
Other large
no rent
, New York.
plan

ARGUMENT AGAINST CHARTER AMENDMENT

App. 2-13
this amendment purports to "help"--minorities, senior citizens,
students, the poor--will be even
s able to find housing.
Families relying on room
unimaginable red tape if they
homes--undesirable tenants.

be subjected to
evict--from their own

Owners will lose incentive to maintain and upgrade, as
expenditures might never be recoverable, resulting in blight
and slums. Only "fat cats" seeking tax shelter will remain.
A sixteen-month study by the City-created Rental Housing
Committee, giving specific recommendations to relieve existing
problems, is being ignored. The maj
of the Committee was
opposed to "rent control".
Berkeley's black citizens, a substantial number of whom
opposed "rent control" at the February 8th public hearing,
were never consulted. Senior citizens weren't involved. The
majority of Berkeleyans were not invited to participate in
drafting the proposed Amendment.
As with 1971's proposed police partition, a small, unrepresentative special interest group has assembled a totalitarian
document the end result of which will be a crippled city.
Housing problems, rent inequities, do exist. Effective
remedial steps must be taken, starting with immediately implementing the Housing Committee's recommendations.
Rental problems in Berkeley can be solved by cooperation.
Charter Amendment I is not the solution. Vote NO!
(Individuals arguing for and against rent control are not
listed as they are not relevant to this report. Editor.}

•
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Appendix 3
VIII THE MASSACHUSETTS RENT CONTROL
ENABLING LAW (Ch.
CITIES AND TOWNS--RENT AND EVI

1970)
CONTROL

An Act enabling certain
evictions.

to control rents and

Whereas, The deferred operation
s act would tend to
defeat its purpose which is, in part to
leviate the severe
shortage of rental housing in certain areas of the commonwealth, which shortage has caused a
emergency detrimental to the public peace, health,
and convenience,
therefore this act is hereby declared
emergency law,
necessary for the immediate preservation
public peace,
health, safety and convenience.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in
General Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as
follows:
Section 1.

I

Declaration of Emergency

The general court finds and declares that a serious public emergency exists with respect to the housing of a substantial number of the citizens in certain areas of the commonwealth but especially in the cities of the commonwealth regardless of population and towns with a population of fifty thousand
or over, which emergency has been created by housing demolition,
deterioration of a substantial portion of the existing housing
stock, insufficient new housing construction, increased costs
of construction and finance, inflation and the effects of the
Vietnam war, and which has resulted in a substantial and increasing shortage of rental housing accommodations for families
of low and moderate income and abnormally high rents~
that unless residential rents and eviction of tenants are regulated
and controlled, such emergency and the further inflationary
pressures resulting therefrom
11 produce serious threats to
the public health, safety and general welfare of the citizens
of the aforementioned communities and in other communities
adjacent to them;
that such emergency should be met by the
commonwealth immediately and with due regard for the rights
and responsibilities of its
communities.
Section 2.
This act shall
e
city and in any town
with a population of
fty thousand or over, on the thirtieth
day following acceptance of
provisions. A city or town
which has accepted this act
like manner, revoke its
acceptance.
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3.

Definitions.
as

words or

units", any building, tructure, or part
real or
appurtenant thereto, or
living or
rented or offered
rent
or
, including houses, apartments,
units, and other properties
for living or
with
, together with all s
of such property.
(b)

rental units", all

"

except:

(1) rental units in hotels, motels,
t
and rooming or boarding houses which are
primarily
to transient guests for a period of less than fourteen consecutive days~

uvu•cS

(2)
rental units the construction of which was comon or after January one, nineteen hundred and s
,
or which are housing units created by conversion from a nonhousing to a housing use on or,after said datei
(3)

or

rental units which a governmental unit, agency,
either:

{i)

owns or operates; or

(ii)

regulates
rents, other than
ts
provisions of this act, or (b) under the provis
seven hundred and ninety-seven of the acts of nineand sixty-nine and any act in amendment thereof
thereto, or (c) under the provisions
special law authorizing municipal control
or certain rental units within a municipality: or

(
) finances or subsidizes, if the imposition or
control would result in the cancellation or withdrawal, by
of such financing or subsidy~
cooperatives;
hospital, convent, monastery,
or school dormitory operated
or educational purposes; or nursing
for the aged, not organized
)

two-

or

rental
t or
family house:

an owner-occupied

App. 3-3
(7)
that a municipali
this act may exempt those rental
charges exceeds limits specified
that in no event
more
total rental
s
subsection.
(c)
"Rent",
fits, or gratuity demanded or
the use or occupancy of
of such rental units.

the provisions of
for which the rent
municipality; provided
per cent of the
exempted under this
including any bonus, benefor or in connection with
the transfer of a lease

(d)
"Services", repairs, replacement maintenance, painting, providing light, heat, hot and
water, elevator service, window shades and screens, storage
, bath and
laundry facilities and privileges, janitor
, refuse removal, furnishings, and any other benefit, privilege or facility
connected with the use or occupancy of any rental unit. Services to a rental unit shall include a proportionate part of
services provided to common facilities of the building in which
the rental part is contained.
Section 4.

State Assistance and Review.

(a) The department of community affairs shall establish
a bureau of rental housing to assist municipalities which
accept this act to carry out local rent control in a manner to
best effectuate the provisions of the act and with due regard
for the rights and responsibilities of the accepting municipality.
(b)
The bureau of rental housing shall carry out studies
and analyses, collect and public data and information and render
other assistance to municipalities which have accepted the provisions of this act or which propose to do so.

•

(c) Said bureau may advise a municipality which has
accepted the provisions of this act that the local execution
of rent control does not conform to the intent of this act •
Section 5.

Local Rent Board or Administration.

(a) At the time of acceptance
this act the city or
town shall also determine in like manner whether the act will
be administered by a rent control board or by a rent control
administrator. Upon
of this act and prior to its
effective date, the mayor of a city, or the city manager in a
city having a manager form
government, or the board of
selectmen in a town shall appoint rent control administrator
or a rent control board to serve at the pleasure of the appointing authority.

or the administrator
, conduct such hearings,
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of this act. If the maximum rent
it shall be established by the
maximum rent may be subsequently
of section seven.
(b) The board or the
tion of all controlled
provided by said board or
Section 7.

otherwise established,
the administrator. Any
under the provisions
shall require registraauthorized or to be

Maximum Rent Adjustment

(a) The board
make such individual or general adjustments, either
downward, of the
maximum rent established by section
controlled rental
unit or any class of controlled rental
may be necessary
to assure that rents for controlled rental
are established
at levels which yield to landlords a fair net operating income
for such units. For the purposes of this sectioh, the word
"class" shall include all the controlled rental units within a
municipality or any categories of such rental units based on
size, age, construction, rent, geographic area or other common
characteristics, providing the board or the administrator has
by regulation defined any such categories.
(b) The following factors, among other relevant factors,
which the board or the administrator by regulation may define,
shall be consideredn determining whether a controlled rental
unit yields a fair net operating income:
(1)

•
•

increases or decreases in property taxes;

(2) unavoidable increases or any decreases in operating and maintenance expenses;
(3) capital improvement of the housing unit as distinguished from ordinary repair, replacement and maintenance;
(4) increases or decreases in living space, services,
furniture, furnishings or equipment;
(5)
substantial deterioration of the housing units
other than as a result of ordinary wear and tear: and
(6)
failure to perform ordinary repair, replacement
and maintenance.
(c) For the purpose of
usting rents under the provisions of this section, the board or the administrator may promulgate a schedule of standard
increases
or decreases for improvement or deterioration in specific services and facilities.

" 3
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units within a
levels for any class of controlled
municipality. Prior to making
ustment, a public hearing shall be held before the
strator or before at least
an adjustment is under
a majority of the board. Notice
consideration, a description of
s of rental units
which would be affected by
tment 1 and the time and
place of said public hearing
published three times
circulation within
in at least one newspaper having
the city or town.

•

(c) Notwithstanding any other
the board or the administrator may,
refuse to adjust a rental level for an
if a hearing has been held with regard
such unit within twelve months •

of this section,
holding a hearing,
rental unit
rental level of

(d) Hearings required by paragraph (a)
be conducted
in accordance with the provisions of section
ven of chapter
thirty A of the General Laws except that requirements (7) and
(8) of said section eleven shall not apply to such hearings.
Section 9.

Evictions.

(a) No person shall bring any action to recover possession of a controlled rental unit unless:
(1)
the tenant has failed to pay the rent to which
the landlord is entitled;
(2)
the tenant has violated an obligation or covenant of his tenancy other than the obligation to surrender possession upon proper notice and has failed to curb such violation after having received written notice thereof from the
landlord;
(3)
the tenant is committing or permitting to exist
a nuisance in or is causing substantial damage to, the controlled rental unit, or is creating a substantial interference
with the comfort, safety, or enjoyment of the landlord or
other occupants of the same or any adjacent accommodation;
(4)
the tenant
convicted of using or permitting
a controlled rental unit to be used for any illegal purpose;
(5)
the tenant,
had a written lease or rental
agreement which terminated on or after this act has taken
effect in a city or town, has refused, after written request
or demand by the landlord, to execute a written extension or
renewal thereof for a further term of like duration and in
such terms that are not inconsistent with or violative of any
provisions of this act;

• 3

term is

holding at
by
landlord
seeks to recover
himself, or

(9)

the
se remove

or
(

)

seeks to recover
unit from hous

the landlord seeks to recover
that his
purposes of

ses

act

seeking to recover
shall apply to the
of eviction. Upon
administrator
the
rights
board
are

App. 3-9
Section 10.
(a)
Any person who
or
the board or
against
or
within the territorial
unit
and thereupon an
and served on
court shall have exclusive original
ceedings and shall be authorized to
spect thereto as is provided in the
under the provisions of chapter two
of the General Laws, except that
two hundred and thirty-one A shall not
ments and decrees of such district court
provided in the case of a civil action

action, regulation
a
a district court
is located the con, regulation or order,
issued by such court
Such district
over such proaction with resuperior court
thirty-one A
said chapter
orders, judgappealed as is
such
court.

(b) The district court within the territorial jurisdiction of which is located the controlled rental unit affected
shall have exclusive original jurisdiction over
arising
out
the provisions of
Section 11.

•

Civil Remedies.

(a) Any person who demands,
, receives or
any payment of rent in excess of the maximum lawful rent, in
violation of the provisions of this act or any regulations or
order hereunder promulgated, shall
as hereinafter
provided to the person from whom
payment is demanded,
accepted, received, or retained, or to the municipality for
reasonable attorney's fees and costs as determined by the court,
plus liquidated damages in the amount of one hundred dollars, or
not more than three times the amount
which the payment or
ments demanded, accepted,
or
mum rent which could be lawfully demanded, accepted, received
or retained, whichever is the greater: provided that if the
defendant proves that the
was
willful nor the
result of failure to take
precautions against the
occurrence of the violation,
amount of such liquidated
damages shall be the amount of
overcharge or overcharges.
~)

If
accepted, received or
this act or any rule or
to bring an action
the date of the occurrence
administrator may e
violation or bring such
administrator shall
ing action for the
a settlement has been
tor settles said claim,
it incurred in the
whom

payment is demanded,
violation of the provisions of
hereunder promulgated fails
thirty days
violation, the board or the
claim arising out of the
Settlement by the board or the
other person from bringwith regard to which
board or the administrate retain the costs
the person against
entitled to

3

provisions
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Section 13.

Termination.

This act and all powers delegated herein shall terminate
on April the first, nineteen hundred and seventy-five; provided
that the provisions of this act shall be treated as still remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any proper suit,
action or prosecution with respect to any right, liability or
offense arising under the provisions of this act.
Section 14.

•

Severability.

If any provisions of this act or the application of such
provision to any person or circumstance shall be held invalid,
the validity of the remainder of this act and the applicability
of such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not
be affected thereby.
Approved August 31, 1970.

•
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ARTICLE III.
Sec. 10-70. Definitions.
Unless the context specifically indicates otherwise, the,
meaning of terms used in this article shall be as follows:
Commission: The fair rent commission of the city.
Housing accommodation: Any building or structure, wholly
or in part, containing living quarters occupied or fairly intended for occupancy as a place of residence, with any land or
buildings appurtenant thereto and any services, furniture and
facilities supplied in connection therewith, except a hospital,
convent, monastery, asylum, public institution, or college or
school dormitory, or any institution
exclusively for
charitable or educational purposes.
Landlord: Any person who leases, subleases, :rents or permits the occupancy of any housing accommodation, inc1uding a
person who manages a housing accommodation owned by
someone else.
Rent or rental charges: Any consideration, monetary or
otherwise, including any bonus, benefit, or gratuity, demanded
or received for the use or occupancy of any housing accommodation.
Tenant: Any person who leases or rents, whether by written or o;al lease, any housing accommodation, as a residence
for himself and/or his immediate family. (Ord. NO'. 202, § 2,
Eff. 10-23-70)
Sec. 10-71. Fair rent commission-Created; purpose.
Pursuant to and in conformity with section 7-148b, .General
Statutes, there is hereby created the fair rent commission for
the purpose of controlling and eliminating excessive rental

§ 10-74

§ 10-71

HOUSING

10-76

STAMFORD

as
of this article may be
from
shall

10-72. Same--Membership; officers.
consist of five
all of

10·75. Same-Quorum.
quorum for any
consist of three
members or their
who shall be """'n"f'w'"'""'n
said
and render orders and .......,._ •.,,.......,,
No. 202. 8(1),

Sec. 10-76. ;:,ame--rowe
to sections 7 -148b
utes, the commission shall have the

it deems
hereunder.

studies and
into rentals
accommodation within the city as
to carry

•
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§ 10-76

STAMFORD CODE

§ 10-76

(6) To determine, after a hearing, whether the rent for any
housing accommodation is so excessive as to
harsh and unconscionable.
(7) To order a reduction of any excessive rent to an amount
the commission considers fair and equitable. However, the commission shall not have the power to waive
any rent which has become due prior to the filing date
of the complaint. In its discretion the commission may
make the order retroactive to the date of the tenant's
complaint. Such order shall be in effect for a period of
one year from its effective date, except (a) as provided
under subsection (9) of this section, or (b) if the
commission shall, pursuant to a subsequent petition by
the landlord or tenant, which may be made by the landlord or tenant at any time, order that the rent be

To

amend, terminate or suspend all
orders and decisions.
If the commission determines after a hearing
a housing accommodation fails to comply with arI or II of
chapter, or any state or
statute or regulation relating to health and
the commission may order the tenant to pay the
fair and equitable rent, as determined
the commission, to the commission.

(b) The commission shall hold such reut in an escrow
account, as hereinafter provided, until the landlord
makes such repairs or changes as are required
to bring the housing accommodation into compliance with such articles, statutes or regulation.

No.4

If the landlord shall have corrected such violations
after the order
the rent, and if the rent
been
solely because of
violations,
may petition the
for
of
rent
the
rent
account.

HOUSING

10-76

§ 10-76

(d) If the landlord shall have corrected such violations
after the order reducing the rent, but the rent
had not been reduced solely because of such _violations, the landlord may petition the commission for
an order fixing a fair and equitable rent for
such housing accommodation in light of its condition at the time of the landlord's petition, and for
the payment to him of the rent held in the escrow
account.
(e) In any case ar:sing under this subsection, upon
reasonable determination of the commission, the
original rent or such fair and equitable rent as
determined by the commission, may be ordered
into effect retroactive, at the discretion of
commission, to the date of the petition for reinstatement. No such reinstatement shall be effective until after a hearing is held by the commission
in accordance with the provisions of subsection
(3) hereof.
(10) To establiRh an escrow account with a
financial institution into which it
or other funds paid to it
hereof. Such fund::;
(a) he shall be
(b) if the
petition in
(11) To require thf.

counsel to institute, and the
corporation
then institute, an action in any
court of
either a temporary or final
junction, restraining violation of or
compliance with
order made pursuant to any provision
this article. Surh direction to the corporation counsel
shall
\\Titten by the chairman of
commission or
by his designee.

To carry out the provisions of
the Connecticut General Statutes
landlords. (Ord. No. 202, §
Ord. No.
10-14No.G

;

•
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§ 10-78

HOUSING

§ 10-80

(2) All proceedings shall continue regardless of the fact
that a tenant may quit the housing accommodation in question
and notwithstnding any attempt, successful or otherwise,
to evict said tenant. No sale, assignment or transfer of the
housing accommodation in question shall be cause for discontinuing any pending proceeding, no~ shall it affect the rights,
duties and obligations of the commission or the parties
thereto.
(3) Any person aggrieved by any order of the commission
may appeal to the court of common pleas for the county, such
appeal to be taken within thirty (30) days after the rendering
of the order in question. Any such appeal shall be considered a
privileged matter with respect to the order of trial. (Ord.
No. 202, § 8 (2-4), Eff. 10-23-70; Ord. No. 275, Eff. 10-14-73)

Sec. 10-79. Eligibility to file complaint.

Auy tenant shall be eligible to file a complaint with the
commission and any landlord or his representative shall be
eligible to petition the commission for a readjustment of the
rent, as provided by subsections (7) and (9) of section 10-76.
It shall be a defense to any complaint before the commission
that the tenant is responsible for damages to the landlord's
premises, other than ordinary wear and tear, in excess of any
amount held by the landlord as security. If the commission
finds, after a hearing that the tenant is responsible for such
damages, other than ordinary wear and tear, it shall not make
a determination in regard to such complaint until such
time as the tenant has paid into escrow with the commission
an amount sufficient to pay for such damages, as determined
by the commission. (Ord. No. 202, § 11, Eff. 10-23-70)
Sec. 10-80. Defense against retaliatory evictions.
In any action for summary process, it shall be an affirmative
de!·ense that the plaintiff brought such action against the
tenant solely be<:ause a compla:nt was filed with the commission or because the tenant or complainant has taken any other
action with reference to a matter coYered by this article.
(Ord. No. 202, § 10, Eff. 10-23-70)
Supp.-No. 4

rental
an
rent
any
or
to which any tenant has been entitled
months after:
ue~n.«iuu

n_..,..,

(1) A tenant has in good faith attempted to remedy, by

any lawful means, any condition constituting a violation of articles I and II of this chapter, or any .state
statute or regulation, or municipal ordinance or regulation regarding housing, health and safety in the City of
Stamford. "Lawful means" shall include, but is not
limited tn:
(a) Organizing tenants in that housing accommodation, or
(b) Organizing the withholding of rents by tenants in
that housing accommodation provided said activity
is undertaken pursuant to law, or
(c) Contacting officials of the .state, city or any public

agency regarding such violations, or
Filing a complaint with the fair rent commission
of the City of Stamford alleging excessive rental
charges; or
Any municipal agency or official has filed a notice,
complaint or order regarding such violation; or
The tenant has
make repairs.

good faith requested
the

:renew

landlord to

of subsection

Aana10ra
dwelling
abode; or

for Im.metua\.e
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§ 10-80.1

HOUSING

§ 10-80.2

(5) The conditions complained of were caused by the
willful actions of the tenant or another person in his
household or a person on the premises with his consent; or
(6) The landlord seeks to recover possession on the basis

of a notice to terminate a periodic tenancy which
notice was given to the tenant previous to the tenant's
complaint or other action defined in subsection (A) of
this section.
(C) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (A) of
this section, it shall not be retaliatory action where a landlord increases the rent of a tenant when:

(1) The conditions complained of were caused by the lack

of due care by the tenant or another person of his
household or a person on the premises with his consent; or
(2) The landlord has become liable for a substantial increase in property taxes, or a substantial increase in
other maintenance or operating costs not associated
with his compliance with the complaint, not less than
four (4) months prior to the demand for an increase
in rent, and the increase in rent does not exceed the
prorated portion of the net increase in taxes or costs.
(Ord. No. 263, §§ 1, 2, Eff. 3-17-73; Ord. No. 269, §§
1-3, Eff. 5-11-73)
Editor's note--Ord. No. 263, as amended, not expressly amending the
Code, was added as §§ 10-80.1-10..80.5 at the editor's discretion.

Sec. 10-80.2. Same-Filing notice of claim.
(a) Any tenant who claims the action of his landlord constitutes retaliatory action under the provisions of section
10-80.1 may file a notice of said claim with the fair rent commission.
(b) Notice of claim of a retaliatory action, filed under the
provisions of this section, is not deemed to be a "complaint"
for the purpose of section 19-375-(b) (4) of "the Connecticut
Supp. No.3

at

11,;UU·'I:'UlAL!~l'£M

That the rent be

tenant

days of their commenceconvene a hearing for
purpose
the
has
in a reNo.
§ 4, Eff.
10-80.1.

Note---See Editor's note, § 10-SO.L

Sec. 10-80.6.

lease after

In the event that any conciliation
be
at
the time of the expiration of a lease of any person pursuing
the process afforded in sections 10-80.1
10-80.5, said
be extended
the
process, and
other proceedings under
No. 263, § 6,
Note---See Ed. l'lOte, § 10-80.1 •

.
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FAIR RENT COMMISSION
OLD TOWN HALL, ATLANTIC SQUARE
STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT

Telephone: 348-5841 Extension 635
Office Hours: 8:30a.m. -4:30p.m.
(Summt'r Hours: R:OO a.m. -4:00p.m.)

DIRECTOR
Diana M. Crouse

members
of
are
electors of the City of
a term of five years by the
are appointed
to approval by the Board of RepresentaIn addition, a full-time staff has been employed to carry
out the purpose of the Commission

lations.
(10)
require the corporation
to msntute an
action in any court of equity for either a temporary or final
injunction, restraining violation of or directing compliance
with any order made pursuant to the powers of the Com·
mission.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION
(1) To make such studies and investigations into rentals
charged for housing accommodations within the city as it
deems appropriate to carry out its responsibilities.
(2) To receive complaints, concerning alleged excessive
rental charges in housing accommodations within the city.

PENALTIES
Any person who shall violate any order of the Commission,
shall be fined not less than $25.00 nor more
each offense.

To conduct hearings on complaints or requests for
investigation submitted to it by any tenant.
subpoena witnesses and compel their attendance

Tenants may file
mission to
excessive.

the comaccommodations is

.,
lord must appear before the commission to offer testimony
regarding the accommodations in question.
The commission will then determine if the rent is excessive and if so will order a reduction to an amount the
commission considers fair and equitable to both the tenant
and the landlord.
The decision of the commission is in effect for a period of
one year from its effective date and remains in effect regardless of the fact that a tenant vacates the housing accommodation and regardless of any attempt by the landlord to
evict the tenant. Also, no sale of a housing accommodation
can cause the Commission to stop any pending proceedings.

STANDARDS
The standards considered by the commission in its determinations of a fair rent include:
1. Rents charged for the same number of rooms in other
accommodations in the city.
2. Sanitary conditions in the accommodations in question.
3. Number of bathrubs, or showers, flush water closets,
kitchen sinks and lavatory basins available to the occupant.
4. Services, furniture, furnishings and equipment supplied by the landlord.
5. Size and number of bedrooms; number of whole bathrooms.
6. Repairs necessary to make the accommodation comply
with the minimum housing standards.
7. Amount of taxes and overhead expenses of the landlord.
8. Compliance of the accommodation with city and state
regulations relating to health and safety; and
9. Income of the tenant and availability of other accommodations for him and his immediate family.
Any person aggrieved by any order of the commission
may app.eal to the court of common pleas for the county,
such appeal to be taken within thirty (30) days after the
rendering of the order in question.
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JULY 1, 1971
CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE-1971 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL

No. 842

Introduced by Assemblymen Burton and Brown
March 8, 1971

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON URBAN DEVELOPl\IENT AND HOUSING

An act to add Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 37140) to
Part 8 of Division 24 of the Health and Safety Code, relating to housing.
·
LEGISLATIYE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 842, as amended, Burton (Urban fWr Dev. & H.).Emergency
rent control.
Adds Ch. 7 (commencing with Sec. 37140), Pt. 8, Div.
H. & S.C.
Defines specified terms.
Authorizes a city, county. or
establish a five-man
board of rent appeals to be
the mayor or the
of the board of supervisors.
board to hear and consider, in
the prescribed manner, any case or controversy involving the rent
charged for use and ocer.pancy of
accommodation, as defined,
brought to it by any person or organization.
AHtflerisea CemiBissie.a ~ HaasiBg ffflii CemmaH:i~ DevelepmeH:t t&
faHetioH a£~ fffidt a~~ Requires governing body of a city, county,
or city and county, 1f #te teeal such governing body does not establish
a board and prescribed percentage of residents of the city, county, or
city and county submit initiative petition, t-he eommisaiofl: te ac-t to
put issue of whether Commis.~ion of Housing and Community Development shall act fn role of such board, with its powers and duties, before
voters for such city, co?tnty, or city and county.
Provides landlord ma.y pass on increase or decrease in property taxes
to tenants on prorated basis, as delineated, up to total amount of suck
increase or decrease.
Gives board specified powers with respect to such provisions.
Prescribes civil and criminal penalties for any violation of specified
provisions.
Vote-Majority; Appropriation-No; Fiscal Committee-Yes.
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25 percent of
22 units in the area may be
23 rents that exceed the maximum
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35
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AB 842

exceeds the maxifor one month as a finder's fee or service
to examine or lease any controlled
and no finder's fee or service
shall
lawful unless
person from whom the payment
demanded, accepted, received, or retained actually rents or
leases the controlled housing accommodation with regard to
which payment of such fee ei ifte or charge has been demanded, accepted, received, or retained.
37202. Whoever willfully violates any provision of this
chapter or any rule or regulation promulgated pursuant to
this chapter, or whoever knowingly makes any false statement
in any testimony before the board, withholds information, or
knowingly supplies false information, shall be punished by a
fine of not more than five hundred dollars ($500) or by imprisonment for not more than 90 days in the court jail, or
both. In the case of a second or subsequent offense, such person
shall be punished by a fine of not more than three thousand
dollars ($3,000), or by imprisonment for not more than one
year in the county jail, or both.
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY

1975

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 29,
CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE7-1975-76 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL

No. 1567

Introduced by Assemblymen Torres, Rosenthal, Brown,
Alatorre, Kapiloff, and Meade
(Coauthors: Senators Moscone and Roberti)
April 10, 1975

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

An act to add Part 6 (commencing with
Division 24 of, and to add Section 37110.55
Safety Code, relating to rent control.

vc\.:uvu

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

Rent
AB 1567, as amended,
Existing law contains
rent controis.
This bill
of rents in cities,
counties,
the application of
to
individual cities,
city and counties, is contingent
upon adoption of provisions by ordinance by
local governing body or
initiative. Any ordinance adopted by a
county must be applicable only to unincorporated portions of
the
bill makes certain legislative
and
rega.·ding the existence of a public emergency in
units

may

15 101

~ftifl:etfl~

FINDINGS

8

•
.. 6

AB 1567

-5-

1

2

in

areas

1

counties.
35806.
6

7

8
9
10
11

12
15
16
19

20

26
27
28

29
30

A
or motel
the
of access and control of the
or motel
the residents:
Facilities for
to Section 1860
Central
same

AB 1567

retains a
unit
services to

·.•1

71 control administrator.

l

2

their duties.

2

rent control
or the rent
the
responsible
any ordinance
(a) The board or aaamu"
approval of the
are needed;
(b)
board or
issue orders and
regulations to
ordinances
(c) The
local a"'""'rn1
necessary to carry out
ordinances adopted pursuant to
(d) The board or the
studies and investigations, conduct
obtain such information as is
promulgating, administering,
rule or order under this part or
pursuant to this part.
(e) For the purposes of

3

3
4
,~

7

8

6
7

9

8
9

15
16

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

19

~

CHAPTER 4.

23

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

22
'23
24

25

35821.

•
I"

-

1567

1
2

an

to

the maximum

1

6
8

11
12

18

-

AB 1567

1561

1
2
3
4
5

1

4

6
8

8
9

•
-13-

AB 1567

1

1

a

2

"'""''""'" shall
receives or
7

8
9
10
12
13
14
15
16
17
19

20
21

22

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33

34

AB 1567

3
4
5
A
for
or in any action
6
section or Section 35829
a
to any recovery
7
such sections in any
action against
sam~
8 defendant on account
violation with
to
9 same person
to the
of the action in
Action to recover
such judgment was
11 under the provisions of tbis section shall not
12 later than one year after the date of ~~~... ~r•
13 violation. A single action
damages
14 provisions of this section shall include aU
15 provisions of this section and Section 35829
16 the same defendant against the same person.
17
35831. (a) It shall be a misdemeanor
any .--orN'•"'
18 to demand, accept, receive or retain any rent
19 or occupancy of any controlled rental unit in excess
20 maximum rent prescribed therefor under
21 of this part or any ordinance, order or
22 hereunder, or otherwise to do or omit to
23 violation of the provisions
oart
24
or regulation
25
It shall

26
27
28

29
30
31

32
33
34

36

37
38

Or

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

"'UH11U13

guilty of a UUi> ...U;;UA<:;4U'VA
of not more
imprisonment in
or both;

that in the case
a
person shall be guilty of a
be punishable by a fine of not
more than three thousand dollars ($3,000) or by
imprisonment in the county jail for not more than one
year, or both.
SEG: Q,. Ne aflp¥op'l'iatien is~ ey tffis ftt+, ftei' is
ftfiY ~created thereb~· ~Section m ef ffi.e
Re¥ea.ue eftd Taxatioa. Gede; fe.t' ffi.e reimbursement ef
ftfiY lectH agene;r fe.t' ftfiY ees-t:s ~ tney- be incurred ey it
ift earp;•ing eft ftfiY progPam e¥ flerformiRg ftfiY service
reauired to be eaPPied eft e¥ aerformed ey it ey tffis aet-:

r

APPENDIX 7

•
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•

Tahle IX-39

*

COMPARlSON OF GROSS RENTS AFFORDABLE BY RENTERS AND EXISTING RENTAL UNITS: 1970.
IX-38 Adjusted for
from Higher Income Households)
Gross Rent

Total
Renter Households:
Total

Under
$40

$4059

$60..
79

S8099

$100..
119

$120..
149

$200
or More

No Cash
Rent

57! ,700

31

Rental Units:
Total

$150..
199

671,535

IS

Statewide Housing Element, Phase II, p. 2

~m
::s

0..

1-'·

X

-..I

MEDIAN GROSS RENT BY SMSA

Anaheim-Santa AnaGarden Grove

$150

Bakersfield

92

Fresno

98

Los Angeles - Long
Beach

122

Modesto

98

Oxnard-Ventura

130

Sacramento

119

Salinas-Monterey

122

San Bernardino-Riverside
Ontario

111

San Diego

128

San Francisco-Oakland

140

San Jose

157

Santa Barbara

133

Santa Rosa

120

Stockton

101

Vallejo-Napa

121

Detailed Housing Characteristics

App. 7-3
PERCENTAGE OF RENTAL UNITS
AVAILABLE AT VARIOUS PRICE RANGES*
Rent**

•

Total

Urban

Less than $30

0.5

0.3

3.6

$30 - 39

0.9

0.7

3.6

$40 - 59

6.2

5.7

16.0

$60 - 79

14.8

14.4

22.5

$80 - 99

15.8

15.9

13.8

$100 - 119

14.7

14.9

9.8

$120 - 149

21.0

21.7

8.3

$150 - 199

16.0

16.6

4.8

$200 - 249

3.9

4.0

1.3

$250 or more

2.8

2.9

1.3

No cash rent

_hi

~

15.1

Median rent

$114

$115

$77

2,898,481

2,758,646

139,835

Total number
units
*
**
***

Rural***

Detailed Housing Characteristics.
Rent is contract rent, does not include utilities.
Rural is areas and towns with population of less than
2500.

VL

ubstandar

: 1960 *

some or
plumbing

private use.
private use.

In the 1960 census, "deteriorating" housing was
"Housing needs more repair than
of regular maintenance. Such housing has one or
mediate nature that must be corrected if the unit is
safe and adequate shelter. Examples of
open
rotted, loose, or missing
foundation, walls, roof, floors, or ceilings;
railings; several broken or missing windowpanes; some
dow frames or sashes that are no longer
loose stair treads, or broken, loose, or
of inside or outside stairs; deep wear on
inside steps or floors; missing bricks or cracks
not serious enough to
a
hazard;
stovepipe or other uninsulated pipe leading
outside through a
in the
wali, or
of neglect which
to serious structural
corrected."
"Dilapidated"

was

as:

"Housing does not provide safe
present condition endangers the health, safety, or
pants. Such housing h:1s one or more critical
of intermediate defects in
number
siderable
is of

The

II
3'
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LSI CONSTRUCTION COSTS NEWSLETTER

APRIL 1975

LSI COST INDEX MATERIAl. lABOR & SUBCONTRACT COSTS- 1974 INCREASE
LSI COST INDEX INCREASE, WEIGHTED -(LABOR & MATERIALS)

All BUILDING CONSTRUCTION:
CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION ONLY:
STEEL CONSTRUCTION ONLY:
WOOD FRAME CONSTRUCTION ONLY:
(WEIGHTED 54% LABOR, 46% MATERIAL)

LSI SUBCONTRACT INDEX (NON-WEIGHTED)
MATERIALS COST INDEX
(23 selected m<Jtt!rials) {20 Metropolitan
areas.)
Concrete Ready Mix 3,000#
+ Por.tland Cement
Reinforcin(l (Mill)
Structural Shapes (Mill)
Brick Common
Redlead. Dry
Asphalt Felt 15# 224 SF
Tar Pitch #1
Plaster. Neat
Stainless Steel 20GA. Sheets
Alum. Roofing, 32 GA. Corr.
Gypsum B~rd 1/2"
Lath, Gypsum 3/8"
Fiber Board 1/2" (Rigid lnsul.)
Mineral Wool Batts 3"
Asbestos Cement Pipe 8"!p, Class 150
Concrete Pipe 24" tP
Copper Tubing. 1/2"!p
Concrete Block, 8 x 8 x 16 (Lt. Wt.)
Asphalt, Paving (Tank Car)
lumber Oimension .. x s4/2 x 6
Plywood, 5/8" C.D, Interior
Window Glass, DSB

1974
18.8%
17.. 7%
21.0%
17.5%

3mos
1975
0.83%
0.70%
0.38%
0.70%

16.5%

5.2%

%
UNIT
CY
BBL
CWT
CWT
M
CWT
ROLL
TON
TON

CWT
SF
MSF
MSF
MSF
MSF
LF
LF
MLF
EA
T6N
MBF
MSF
CSF

1972
18.05
4.80
5.90
8.20
60.31
24.23
3.40
81.25
47.33
60.58
.379
64.31
47.66
96.58
68.50
2.15
6.34
367.00
.378
25.00
173.00
189.00
17.65

1973
20.70
4.95
6.95
9.05
67.62
22.49
3.90
88.23
48.74
74.51
.379
66.40
53.40
106.18
72.74
2.18
6.91
457.00
.378
23.00
213.00
209.00
19.00

1974
24.19
6.3:!
12.64
12.47
80.13
34.25
7.10
159.60
61.34
100.46
.472
69.69
57.79
113.99
96.65
3.20
904
596.00
.420
67.18
165.00
188.00
20.57

Increase
1974
16.4
27.7
81.9
37.J
18.5
52.3
82.1
80.9
25.9
34.8
24.5
5.0
8.2
7.4
32.9
46.8
30.8
30.4
11.1
192.1
(225)
(100)
8.3

3·31-75
Price
26.32
6.94
l1.37
2.62
81.01
33.50
7.46
156.77
62.99
90.63
.499
69.12
fl2.46
104.18
101.75
3.16

9.61
506.00
.44
69.38
164.00
1.89.00
22.33

1975
3 months
%Increase
9.0
9.8
(11.2)
1.2
1.1
( 2.2)
5.0
I 1.8)
2.7
(10.9)
5.7
( .8)
8.1
( 9.4)
5.3
( 1.3)
7.0
. (17.8)
4.8
3.3
( .6)
.7
8.9

+Sold per ton/converted to BBLS to preserve
comparative index.

TOTAL

23 Materials (Non·Weighted) Increase%

0.7

LABOR COSTS INDEX (9 selected trades) Union Fringes,
Incl., 16 Metropolitan Areas. (Fringes included are health
& welfare. pension, vacations, for comparative purposes.)
Carpenters
Brick layers
Iron Workers
laborers
Operating Engineers (Average)
Plasters
Plumbers
Electricians
Teamsters
TOTAL AVERAGE \'VAGF: & INCREASE% (Non.Weighted)
(Highest Prevailing Wage)

*

1972
8.63
9.37
9.65
6.90
949
8.82
10.75
9.39
7.66

1973
9.42
9.87
10.55
7.27
9.98
9.25
11.34
10.06
803

1974
10.99
11.00
11.26
81\9
10.87
10.47
11.50
11.17
8.51

%
Increase
1974
16.6
11.4
6.7
16.7
8.9
13.2
1.4
11 0
6.0

8 '16

956

10.47

10 2
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3-31-75
Cost

3 months

'% Increase

10.99

11.04
11.36
8.53
11.17
10.53
11.59
11.35
8.58

.4
.9
.5
2.8
.6
.8

1.6
.8

0.9

APR!

SUBCONTRACT.COST INDEX- IN PlACE MATERIAlS
Basic
Quantity

Quoted Prices
Structural Steel
Reinforcing
Brick Veneer- Common
Glue Lam Beams
insulation H/2" Rigid
Rooting, 5 Ply, 20 Yr.

Plateglass 1/4"
Exterior Stucco, Residential
Tract Quality
Gyp. ~all Board, 5/8 Taped & Sand,
on Wood Studs, Institutional
Quality
Acoustical Tile. 2 x 4 Grid 5/8 Bd
Vinyl Asbestos Tile 1/8
Cerafliic Tile 4 x 4, Grout Set
Concrete Piles, Precast 12" ~~
Wood Studs
Plywood Deck 5/8, C-D, Machine
Nailed T & G
No. 12 TW Wire Pulled in Conduit
1/21/J Copper Tubing Runs, in
Blelg., Type "L"
Interior Painting 3 Coats on Sheet
R~k

Unit

#
#

1974

1972
.275
.170
2.10
569.00
310

50,000 UP
20,000 UP
2,000 UP
10,000 UP
5,000 UP
5,000 UP
1,000 UP

SF
BF
SF
SF
SF

2,000 UP

SY

4.70

5.40

20,000 UP
20,000 UP
10,000 UP
1,000 UP
2,000 UP
10,000 UP

SF
SF
SF
SF
LF
BF

.35
.64
.51
3.15
6.25
.420

.38
.70
.55
3.30
6.60
.480

3.40
8.25
.520

10,000 UP
10,000 UP

SF
LF

.266
.170

.320
.190

.380
.175

2,000 UP

LF

20,000 UP

SF

10,000 UP
10,000 UP
3,000 UP

SF

.76

#

1.50

SF

2.65

.34
2.15

.240
2.40
660.00
.300
.385
2.35

2.60
.255

2.75
.290

.510
330

Increase
1974
54.5
35.4

600.00
.365
460

(9.1)

21.1
19.5
(6.41

3-31"75
Price

.44
.30
3.00
5.70
.38
-.43
2.20

6.50

.43
.64

.66

3.12
.300

1
1861
20.0

.66
.60

:w

3.50

25.0

18.8
(79)'

.39
.15

13.5

3.20

3.4

.27

38.5
21.2
18.6

1.05
1.85
3.40

Metal Deck 1-1 /2" x 20 Ga. Painted.
R~!

Ductwork, G. I. W6d lnsul.
Terrazzo Flooring, Std.

.83
1.65
2.85

1.15
2.00
3.38

TQTALINCREASE !Non-Weighted)%

LSI CONTINUING INDEX

1957-1959

= 100

%
December 31 .
1957-1959

1900
1961
1962
1963
1964

1965
1966
1967
1968

*

Index No. Increase
100.1
104.4
107.7
111.3
115.2
119.0
124.1
130.4
138.8
150.6
161.4

4.4
3.2
3.3
3.5
3.3
4.3
5.1
6.4
8.5
7.2

%
December 31,
1970 1st Quarter
1970 2nd Quarter
1970 3rd Quarter
1970 Final
1971 1st Quarter
1971 2nd Quarter
1971 3rd Quarter
1971 Final
1972 1st Quarter
1972 2nd Quarter
1972 3rd Quarter
1972 Final

Index No.

Increase

162.3
170.2

1729
175.1
178.8
1828
190.3
194.0
198.9
199.8
206.4

211.1

8.5

10.3

December 31 ,
1973 1st Quarter
1973 2nd Quarter
1973 3rd Quarter
1973 Final
1974 1st Quarter
1974 2nd Quarter
197 4 3rd Quarter
1974 Final
1975 1st Quarter

Index No.
214.3
217.7
224.5
228..2
2442
2526
264.9
271.1
273.4

8.8

lSI Conotruction Cools Newsletter is published by lee Saylor, inc. 1541 Palos Verdes Mall. Walnut Creek, CA 94596, Phone 1415)
L~s Angeles 5525 Wilshire Blvd .. Los Ang<'les. CA 90036, Phone (213) 937-8181:
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Inc., Vol

2, Number

2.9

App. 7-7
,INCOME AND EXPENSE FIGURES FOR
GARDEN APARTMENTS, SAN DIEGO, 1974*
A

Description
INCOME
Apartment rents
Miscellaneous other
income (laundry fees,
etc.)

Annual
gross rent
per room

B

%of total
income

£

Rent per
~quare foot

$2.15

$479.59

96.8%

14.6!::

3.0

.07

495.38

100.0

2.22

53.36

10.8

.25

442.02

89.2

1.98

28.24
3.46

5.7
.7

.14
.02

12.44
27.21
19.53

2.6
5.4
3.9'

.06
.12
.09

4.67

1.0

.02

Maintenance & operating
subtotal

95.55

19.3

.45

Electricity
Water
Gas (not heating
Heating fuel

13.44
9.93
7.21
4.52

2.7
2.0
1.5
1.2

.06
.04
.03
.02

Utilities subtotal

35.10

7.4

.15

Gross total income
Uncollected rent
(vacancy and delinquent
Total actual collected
EXPENSES
Payroll
Supplies
Painting & interior
decoration
Maintenance & repair
Services (Garbage; etc.)
Miscellaneous operating
expenses

Management fee
(management salaries)
Other administrative
costs (advertising,
legal, office)

22.75

4.6

.11

11.88

2.5

.05
-.-

Management subtotal

34.63

7.1

.16

Insurance
Real estate taxes
Other taxes

11.51
72.99
.42

2.3
15.0

____J:_

.05
.33
-0-

Insurance & tax subtotal

84.92

17.4

.38

Total expenses

224.21

45.3

1.00

Net operating income
(financing costs &
profit)

217.81

44.0

.97

*

"Income Expense Analysis", Journal of Property Management, Institute
of Real Estate Management, 1974.

